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LIBRARY MAPS, 
NEW AND REVISED EDITIONS, REDUCED IN PRICE. 





The Publisher to announce the issue of New and Revised Editions of these fine 
as Maps for the Libraries of Gentlemen, 
Offices, and Libraries, or for Professional purposes. 

Maps have undergone a thorough Revision to bring them up to date, and the cost 


j of production having been considerably reduced by the use of new machinery, it has been 


to make a substantial reduction in the prices at which he § have hitherto been sold 


to the Public, in the hope of extending their circulz.tion and usef: 


The Maps of which New Editions are now reaty, are :— 


EUROPE. Scale, 50 miles to 1 in. AFRICA. Scale, 94 miles to 1 in. 
ASIA. Scale, 110 miles to 1 in. NORTH AMERICA. Scale, 83 miles to 1 in. 
SOUTH AMERICA. Scale, 83 miles to 1 in. 


The Prices of each of these Maps will in future be as follows :— 


Four Sueets, Cotourep, 35s. MouytTep To FoLD 1n Morocco Case, 603. 
Movuytep on Rouuers anp VAnRnisuep, 45s. | Mountzp on Sprine Rouuers, £5. 


Size of each Map, 58 by 65 in. 
For particulars of the other Maps in Stanford’s Library Series see Complete Catalogue 


of Maps, &c., 200 pp., sent post-free for 3d. 
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Negotiate MORTGAGES or LOANS on any tangible Securities on the most favour- 
able terms. also arrange for the Sale of, or Loans on, GROUND-RENTS, 
REVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS. 
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Landed Estates—Houses—Shops—Offices — Warehouses — Building Estates — Good 
Commercial Securities—Railways — Tramways — Stocks — Reversions — Life Interests — 
Local Rates—and Ground-Rents. 

Contractors’ Bonds are also Guaranteed. 

The Firm is also connected with a strong Syndicate in the City. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE print elsewhere a batch of new Rules of the Supreme Court. 
The first of these, rule 33a of R. 8. C., order 42, creates a new 
ractice as to the documents impounded by the court. Such 
, seen, So it will be seen, “are not to be parted with,” which 
was always understood, but they ‘‘are not to be inspected, 
except on a written order signed by the judge on whose order 
they were impounded, and by the president of the division in 
which they are impounded.” Fortunately, it rarely happens 
that documents are impounded, or the presidents of the various 
divisions of the court might find a considerable addition to 
their duties. ‘Such documents,” the rule proceeds, “shall 
not be delivered out of the custody of the court except upon an 
order made on motion in open court.” This last provision is 
altogether new, and is likely to entail unnecessary “expense 
upon suitors. It is presumed that when such documents are 
required for the purposes of a prosecution they will remain 
in the custody of the court, and the officer of the court will 
be directed to attend with them at the trial, and that this will 
be at the expense of the prosecutor. 





THE PROCEDURE under section 23 of the Partnership Act, 1890 
(53 & 54 Vict. c. 39), is regulated by two new rules, ord. 46, rr. 
la and 14. Under this section a judgment creditor of a ner 
can obtain an order charging his debt upon that partner’s interest 
in the partnership property and profits, but the other partners 
are to be at liberty to redeem the interest charged, or, in case of 
a sale being directed, to purchase it. The procedure is by sum- 
mons, and it is now provided that the summons, if taken out by 
a judgment creditor, is to be served on the judgment debtor and 
his partners, or such of them as are within the jurisdiction ; and 
if taken out by a partner, then on the judgment creditor and 
judgment debtor, and upon such of the other partners as do not 
concur in the application and are within the jurisdiction. In the 
case of a cost book company service on the purser takes the place 
of service on the partners. By another new rule a useful change 
is made in ord. 54, r. 4, with regard to the length of service of 
summonses, and it is now provided that in the case of summonses 
for time only, the summons may be served on the day previous 
to the return thereof. 





Bur sy FAR the most important of the new rules are those 
which consolidate and amend the practice with regard to suing 
firms. They are eleven in number, and constitute a new order, 
which is to be known as order 48a. The subject is one to which 
we have frequently called attention, chiefly with a view to 
pointing out the difficulties under which suitors labour who 
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wish to enforce their claims against foreign firms, The whole 
law, as it has been recently settled by decisions of the Court of 
Appeal, will be found set out ante, p. 374, We regret that 
it not been found possible to allow foreign firms to be sued 
in the name of the firm. This would be to reintroduce the 
convenient practice which prevailed from 1876, when 0’ Neile v. 
Clason (46 L. J. Q..B. 191) was decided, until 1890, when the 
Court of A , in Russell vy. Cambefort & Co. (37 W. R. 701), 
held it to improper, on the ground that the courts could 
exercise no jurisdiction over foreign subjects; and as it 
“was further said that such jurisdiction could not be con- 
ferred. by rules, even though issued under the authority 
of Parliament, it is not surprising that no attempt to do 
this has been made. The Rule Committee have, however, 
considerably modified the strictness with which this prin- 
ciple was applied in Russell v. Cambefort & Co. A distinction 
must be drawn between that case, where the foreign firm had a 
place of business in England, and the later case of Western 
National Bank of New York v. Perez Triana §& Co. (39 W. R. 
245; 1891, 1 Q. B. 304), where the firm was purely foreign. 
Where there is no branch business in this country, it will still 
be necessary, in accordance with the recently-settled practice, to 
sue the partners individually; but the terms of the new rule 
(ord. 48a, r. 1), under which “any two or more persons 
claiming or being liable as co-partners, and carrying on business 
within the jurisdiction,” may sue or be sued in the name of the 
firm, seem to imply that Mussell v. Cambefort § Co. is overruled. 
The rule, generally, is the same as ord. 16, r. 14, but the words 
in italics are new. Moreover, by rule 3, service on a partne 
within the jurisdiction, or on the manager, is sufficient, whethe | 
any of the members of the firm are out of the jurisdiction o 
not; and no leave to issue a writ against them is necessary. 
This sanctions the decision in Lysaght v. Clark & Co. (ante, p. 
347), where service on one partner resident within the jurisdic- 
tion was held to be sufficient, and since the provision would also 
make service on the manager in England good, although all the 
partners reside abroad, it confirms the view we have taken of 
rule 1. As many foreign firms have branch businesses in 
rn gop the change made by the rules gives, in effect, a great 
deal of what we have contended for. Another important change 
is made by rule 7, which overrules Davies v. André (38 W. R. 
437, 24 Q. B. D. 598), and allows a person served as a partner 
to enter an appearance under protest denying that he is a 
partner. By rule 4 notice must be given at the time of service 
of the writ whether the person served is served as a partner or as 
a manager. 


Taz Stamp Dvttzs Birt, as amended by the Standing Com- 
mittee of the House of Commons on Law, has now been printed, 
but the changes effected are small. It will be no longer “ the 
duty of the officer” of the court to call the attention of the 
judge to any omission or insufficiency of the stamp on a docu- 
ment tendered in evidence. Clause 14 now provides that 
“notice shall be taken” by the judge himself, as proposed in 
committee by the Solicitor-General. Clauses 34 and 35, dealing 
with bills of exchange drawn abroad, have been more skilfully 
arranged, doubtless in consequence of the decision in Je 
Boyse, Crofton y. Crofton (33 Ch. D. 612). 





WE Anke INrorMeD that, in reply to the report made by the 
registrars of the Chancery Division upon the questions which 
were raised in Re Palmer, Palmer v. Hardwick (ante, pp. 522, 
569), as to the drawing up of orders made by the official referees 
in actions in that division, the judges of the Court of Appeal 
have expressed their opinion as follows :—‘‘ We are of opinion 
that the tice of entitling judgments and orders made by 
official referees with the name of the judge to whom the cause 
o: matter referred is attached is unobjectionable, and is useful, 
by facilitating reference to papers and otherwise, and may be 
properly continued. But we think that the judgments and 
orders should be expressed to be made by the referee himself, 
and not by the judge. We are further of opinion that the 

«+ « should draw up all the orders made by the 
, leaving to him the responsibility of their propriety. 


THE OBSERVATIONS made by Mr. Exxerrt, the president of the 
Gloucestershire Law Society, at its annual meeting, on the 
Public Trustee Bill, may be commended to the consideration of 
our readers. He advises the profession, on the reintroduction 
of the Bill next year, to support the course—which it has been 
understood is favoured by many influential members of Parlia- 
ment, including Mr. H. H. Fowrer and Sir Horace Davey— 
viz., that the Lord Chancellor’s Bill should be moulded in com- 
mittee so as to reduce the public trustee to the position of a 
mere custodian of trust funds. We discussed the matter fully 
ante, pp. 389, 410, and arrived at a similar conclusion. The 
plan would not give absolute security, but it would afford a 
very substantial check upon trustees by giving publicity to their 
proceedings; it would make fraudulent misappropriation very 
much more difficult than it is at present, while it would keep 
the actual administration of the estate in the hands of ‘private 
trustees. If legislation is required at all, legislation on these 
lines would meet all the reasonable requirements of the case 
without going beyond them. 





THE sTRICTNESS with which the new rules respecting petitions 
for the winding up of companies are at times enforced should 
afford a warning to all practitioners presenting such petitions. 
The rules require that the advertisements and necessary evidence 
should be produced to the registrar before the petition comes 
into the list in order that the matter may be properly ripe for 
hearing when called on in court. If the registrar finds the docu- 
‘ments imperfect he does not allow the petition to be in the paper 
| for the day appointed. An application was made last week to 


been published the requisite seven clear days to be treated as good 
notwithstanding the rule. The advertisement in the London 
Gazette had been published the requisite number of days, but 
that in the daily paper was defective in this respect. Mr. Jus- 
tice Norrn pointed out that under the previous rules three 
advertisements were required ; that in this case an advertise- 
ment in the Gazette was seen by nobody, but that which would 
be seen by everybody was defective in an important particular, 
and he directed that fresh advertisements, both in the Gazette 
and in the daily paper, should be published ; and this had the 
effect of postponing the hearing of the petition for at least a 
fortnight. Upon the same subject of the enforcement of the 
new rules, Mr. Justice Currry said last Saturday that it was 
of great importance that creditors or contributories appearing 
on the hearing of a winding-up petition should strictly conform 
to the rules, and should state in the notice of their intention to 
appear whether they intended to support or oppose the petition. 
One of the objects of the new rules was to get rid of the evil 
practice which had previously existed, of solicitors handing 
watching, or what were known as open, briefs to counsel. He 
intended to enforce the new rules with the greatest strictness, 
and anyone who infringed the rules must know that he would 
do so at his peril. 





Tue Covrr or Arrgat have unanimously pronounced in 
favour of the judgment of Vavenan Wi.1Ms, J., as against 
that of Cave, J., in the case of Gough v. Gough (see ante, pp. 
408, 415), which presented a question of great difficulty upon 
the construction of the Agricultural Holdings Act. By section 
29 of that Act a landlord, on paying compensation money under 
the Act, may obtain from the county court a charge of the 
compensation money on the holding. By section 61 ‘ landlord” 
means any person for the time being entitled to the rents and 
profits of a holding ; “tenant” includes the executors of a 
tenant; and “the designations of landlord and é¢enant continue 
to apply to the parties until the conclusion of any proceedings 
taken under or in pursuance of the Act in respect of compensa- 
tion for improvements.” In Gough v. Gough the landlord was a 
tenant for life who died after award and before payment of 
the compensation money, which was in fact paid by his executors 
about a fortnight after his death. The question was whether 
section 61 so extended the term “landlord” in section 29 as to 
allow the executors to obtain the charge from the county court. 
Vavenan Wit11aMs, J., in an elaborate judgment, had answered 





We deo not think any new rule on the subject is necessary.” 


this question in the affirmative, while Cavz, J., in a judgment 


Mr. Justice Norru to allow an advertisement which had not 
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equally elaborate, had answered it in the negative. To us 
it appeared on the whole that, on the construction of the 
Act, the opinion of Cave, J., was the right one; and after 
a careful re-consideration of the question we are bound to 
say that the judgment of the Court of Appeal has not con- 
vinced us. That judgment —_ to treat the two explana- 
tions of the term landlord provided by section 61 as more or less 
in conflict, and to have pronounced in favour of that which says 
that the designations of landlord and tenant shall continue to 
apply to ‘‘ the parties” until the proceedings are concluded, ‘so 
as to include the executors when they become parties to the 
proceedings.” It seems to us, however, that the continuance of 
the designation of landlord was intended to apply only as 
between a living landlord (who had ceased to be such by the 
determination of the tenancy) and the tenant, and could have no 
application to strangers to the contract of tenancy, such as were 
the executors of the landlord in Gough v. Gough. ‘‘ Executors”’ 
are included in the definition of “tenant,” but not in that of 
‘“Jandlord.” 





In tHE case of Re Jones the Divisional Court (Cave and 
Cares, JJ.) has decided that an order cannot be made under 
section 53 (2) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, against the income 
of a workman who is employed at weekly wages. The opera- 
tion of the statute appears to be a little capricious. The section 
provides that, where a bankrupt is in the receipt of a salary or 
income, the court may, on the application of the trustee, make 
an order for the payment of the whole or any part thereof to 
the trustee, to be applied by him in such manner as the court 
‘shall direct. The meaning of this was discussed in Ex parte 
Benwell, Re Hutton (14 Q. B. D. 301) with reference to the 
income of the well-known bone-setter, which was said to exceed 
£1,000 a year. But the Court of Appeal held that no order 
could be made against it, on the ground that it arose solely from 
the personal skill of the bankrupt, and was not a fixed sum 
which he was entitled to receive under a contract. It was as- 
sumed that the word ‘‘income” must be treated as ejusdem 
generis with ‘‘salary.” In Re Brindley (4 Morrell’s Bank. Cas. 
104) the question arose with regard to the salary of a commer- 
cial traveller. This was £100 a year, but was payable weekly, 
and his engagement was terminable at a week’s notice. These 
latter circumstances were regarded, however, ag immaterial. 
The income itself was fixed with reference to a year; it was 
due under an existing contract ; and, as Brert, M.R., put it in 
Ex parte Benwell, the bankrupt would be certain to get it if 
things went on as they were. In te Jones, on the other hand, 
the bankrupt was a collier working at weekly wages, and there 
was no reason why his employment should be continuous 
throughout the year. As in Ex parte Benwell, there was no 
definite income fixed with reference to a year, and it depended 
entirely on himself how much he would earn. This latter 
remark might, of course, be made of Re Brindley, but there 
the engagement and the salary were both fixed with reference 
to a year, though terminable at any time at short notice. The 
result is a little hard on persons who are in receipt of annual 
salaries, and the law takes advantage of the necessity under 
which they are usually placed of remaining in their employ- 
ment. 





Tue case of Zhe Queen v. Commissioners under the Boiler Ex- 
plosions Act, 1882 (39 W. R. 440; 1891, 1 Q. B. 703) has 
brought to light a curious specimen of ambiguity in the short 
Act of last session (c. 35) to amend the Act of 1882. Section 4 
of the Act of 1882 is as follows :—‘‘ This Act shall not apply to 
any boiler used exclusively for domestic purposes, or to any 
boiler used in the service of her Majesty, or to any boiler on 
board a steamship having a certificate from the Board of Trade, 
or to any boiler explosion into which an inquiry may ve held 
under the provisions of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1872, 
and the Metalliferous Mines Regulation Act, 1872, or either of 
them ”’ ; and section 2 of the Act of 1890 enacts that ‘“‘so much 
of section 4 of the Boiler Explosions Act, 1882, as relates to any 
boiler other than a boiler used in the service of her Majesty, or 
used exclusively for domestic purposes, is hereby ed, and 
the said Act shall apply in the case of any boiler explosion oc- 








curring on board a British ship.” The puzzle was this: To find 
out whether the last part of section 4 of the Act of 1882 relating 
to ‘“‘ any boiler explosion,” &c., was repealed by section 2 of the 
Act of 1890. That section, it will be observed, so much 
of section 4 of the first Act ‘‘ as relates to any boiler other than,” 
&e., and if read as confined to the part of section 4 which men- 
tions “‘ any boiler” (not “any boiler explosion”) would simply 
expunge the words ‘“‘or to any boiler on board a sanpichie 
having a certificate from the Board of Trade”; and this was the 
contention on the part of the prosecution in applying for a pro- 
hibition, but it was held by the Divisional Court and by the 
Court of Appeal that the whole section was repealed, except as 
toa boiler used in the service of her Majesty or exclusively 
for domestic purposes. Cave, J., observed that the repeal- 
ing enactment had been made as difficult of construction 
as possible. This, we think, cannot be denied. We are 
not now concerned with the question whether or not the 
decision is sound, but merely with the draftsmanship of the 
section. If the enactment was intended to repeal section 4 of 
the earlier Act so far only as relates to any boiler on a steam- 
ship having a certificate from the Board of Trade, the question 
occurs, Why did not the draftsman so frame the repeal as to 
ap 
in tly by saying ‘‘any boiler other than a boiler used,” &c., 
mentioning the boilers not intended to be touched by the repeal ? 
This mode of ee certainly seems to warrant the sugges- 
tion that the man meant to re ore than what related 
to ‘any boiler used on a steamship,” &c. On the other hand, 
if it was intended to repeal the latter part of section 4, why 
should he have said “‘so much of section 4,” &c., ‘“‘as relates to 
any boiler other than,” &c.? The common-sense way of effecting 
the nen would surely have been to say, “section 4 of the 
Boiler Explosions Act, 1882, except so far as relates to a boiler 
used exclusively for domestic p or used in the service of 
her Majesty, is hereby met We notice that the Bill 
which became the Act of 1890 was not a Government Bill, and 
that the words in section 2 after “repealed” were not in the 
Bill as introduced. It is certainly unfortunate that it is nobody’s 
business to see that private member’s Bills are enone framed ; 
Government Bills, indeed, are by no means faultless, but we are 
= to find that the Act of 1890 did not originate with the 
vernment. 








THE RULE IN KENDALL v. HAMILTON. 


Tue recent case of Hoare v. Niblett (39 W. R. 491) has added 
another decision to the list of those which have been based upon 
the rule which was finally established by the House of Lords in 
the case of Kendall v. Hamilton (1879, 28 W. R. 97, L. R. 4 App. 
Cas. 504). This rule is to the effect that a judgment (althoug 
unsatisfied) against one of two joint contractors is a bar to a 
subsequent action against the other on the same contract. 


In Hoare v. Niblett the plaintiff agreed with a house agent 
to take a furnished house for a year. The house and furniture 
appear to have belonged partly to Mrs. Nrsterr (the defendant 
in this case) and y to her husband, so that the agent was in 
fact acting on behalf of both husband and wife. The plaintiff 
was unaware of the wife’s interest, and, upon the ent 
being broken, sued and obtained judgment against the husband 
alone, who soon afterwards became pony The plaintiff 
then ascertained the wife’s interest and sued her. It was held 
that the judgment against the husband was a bar to the action 
against the wife. It was argued that a married woman, who 
can only contract in respect of her separate estate, cannot be 
jointly liable with her husband, but that her liability gives rise 
to a separate and distinct cause of action. This argument was 
held to be untenable, and the rule in Kendall v. amilton was 
applied. So far as this case decided a question of law, it is, 
therefore, important mainly as it affects the status of married 
women, but so far as it ap to be a case of some hardship it 
leads us to consider how this rule in Kendall v. Hamilton came to 
be established, and to what extent it is applied in modern prc 
cedure. The hardship to which we allude is that the plaintiff in 
Hoare v. Niblett was not in fact aware who were the persons 
liable upon the contract, but was, nevertheless, nonsuited by 
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virtue of this absolute rule, and, so far as can be seen, without 
any remissness on her part. 

The case of Kendall v. Hamilton marks an important epoch in 
the — of the law of “joint,” as opposed to “joint and 
several,” liability. The ju egw of the House of Lords 

(with the exception of Lord Prnzance, who dissented, but 
who nevertheless gave some powerful reasons for his dissent) 
— to have established the following propositions :—(1) 
t the rule laid down in King v. Hoare (13 M. & W. 494), to 
the effect that a judgment (although unsatisfied) obtained against 
one of two living co-contractors is a bar to an action against the 
other, was well established at common law before the Judicature 
Acts ; (2) that this common law rule was not at variance with 
any rule established by any court of equity; (3) that the rule 
was therefore unaffected by the Judicature Acts. In opposition, 
to this view Lord Penzance expressed his opinion (1) that the 
rule in Aing v. Hoare was (a) a mere rule of procedure, (5) that 
it was an unjust rule, (¢) that it was bad law and was not the 
logical result of the rule of pleading as to plea in abatement as 
established by Rice v. Shute (5 Burr. 2611), on which rule it was 
nevertheless supposed to be founded ; (2) that at any rate the 
rule is inconsistent with the policy of the Judicature Acts, and 
*with the express abolition by those Acts of pleas in abatement, 
upon which the rule was founded. 

It is not proposed to discuss these different views, but, with- 
out presuming to question the correctness of the decision of the 
majority of the House of Lords, it cannot be doubted that the 
rule in many cases works unjustly towards the creditor, and it 
may even be questioned whether there is sufficient justification 
for its retention. At present, however, it is the law, and, having 
been decided by the ultimate Court of Appeal, can now only be 
altered by statute. We therefore propose to pass in review the 
various cases which have since occurred, and the decisions of 
which have been based upon the judgments of the House of 
Lords in this important case. 

Before doing so it may be advisable to state shortly the et a 
facts and some of the other questions which arose in Kendall v. 
Hamilton, as these have a bearing in some degree upon the sub- 
sequent cases. The defendant Hamiiron was a secret partner 
in the partnership firm of Wrsox, McLay, & Co., and, accord- 
ing to one view of the evidence, was unknown to the plaintiffs 
Kenpatt & Co., not only at the time when they entered into the 
contract with the firm, but also at the time when they brought 
their action and recovered judgment against the ostensible part- 
ners Witson and McLay. Upon these facts it is clear that 
Hamittron might be regarded as the undisclosed principal of 
the firm of Wirson, McLay, & Co.—that is to say, of Wrson, 
McLay, & Hauitrox. From this view of the facts two important 
legal results followed—1) that the plaintiffs, having sued Witson 
and McLay, the agents, could not (apart from the rule in King 
v. Hoare) afterwards sue Hamittox, the undisclosed principal ; 
(2) that Wirsos and McLay, the agents, were not entitled, in 
the action against themselves, to plead in abatement or other- 
wise object to the non-joinder of Hamizrox. Upon this view of 
the law the consideration of the other questions, as Lord Carns 
himself remarked, became immaterial. 

Another question that arose was, assuming that the rule in 
King v. Hoare was good law as regards joint debtors, whether a 
partnership debt is not “joint,” but “ joint and several.” This 
— was especially dealt with by Lord Sztzorne and Lord 

argns, and, for the present purpose, it is not necessary to say 

more than that a partnership debt was expressly held to be 
** joint,” and not “joint and several.” 

It should also be mentioned that Lord Carmys and Lord Biacx- 
uRs clearly intimated that in their opinion, although pleas in 
abatement were abolished by the Judicature Act, yet the right 
involved remained unaffected. This expression of opinion 
since been treated as ling, although, as we have seen, WiLson 
and McLay, in the particular case, could not have pleaded in 
abatement the non-joinder of Haxmrox, and therefore the 
4 may so far be considered as not essential to the decision. 

Bs convenient to dispose of this point at once, b 
“Te Puy later case where it arose. fi is) 

In P v. Robinson (1887, 36 W. R. 269, 20Q. B.D. 155) the 
ee mnt the dntenten lant for money had and received by the 

to the plaintiff's use. The defendant applied, under 


ord. 16, r. 11, to have two other persons, W. H. Rosryson and 
Epmonps, whom he alleged were jointly liable with him, added 
as co-defendants. The plaintiff opposed the application, on the 
ground that this was virtually a plea in abatement, that pleas 
in abatement had been abolished by the Judicature Acts (ord. 
21, r. 20), and that the defendant would get all he required by 
issuing a third-party notice for contribution under ord 16, rr. 
48—55. The court (SrepHen and Cxartzs, JJ.) were inclined 
to agree with the plaintiff’s argument, and would, perhaps, have 
acted accordingly had they not felt bound by the remarks made 
in the judgment of the House of Lords in Kendall v. Hamilton. 
They therefore held that they were not at liberty to exercise the 
discretion apparently given to them by ord. 16, r. 11, but that, 
although okies in abatement were expressly abolished, yet the 
defendant was still entitled to insist on adding those jointly 
liable with him as co-defendants. The result of this decision 
appears to be that the creditor can be saddled with the extra 
costs involved by adding other defendants although the defend- 
ant whom he originally sued may be perfectly competent to 
satisfy the debt, and if he does so can obtain contribution from 
his co-debtors, and although the creditor could bring no sub- 
sequent action against the co-debtor. 

In the same year the hardship of the general rule formed the 
subject of comment in the case of Cambefort vy. Chapman (1887, 
35 W. R. 838, 19 Q. B. D. 229), where the plaintiffs sued the 
defendant for the price of goods, and, although his liability 
was admitted and the debt had not been paid, they were met 
by the defence that, having already recovered judgment in 
respect of the same contract against a co-contractor, their 
remedy was gone. The defence was held, in accordance with 
Kendall v. Hamilton, to be good, and the fact that the original 
action was on bilfs of exchange given in the name of the late 
firm by one partner after dissolution of the partnership was 
held to make no difference. The remarks of Fiexp, J., were 
significant. In the course of his judgment he says: ‘There is 
no doubt that the goods were sold and delivered, and the 
defendant has had the benefit of them, and has not paid for 
them; yet I am compelled to hold that the plaintifis cannot 
recover. There is a rule of law which I am bound to observe, 
although in the present case it presses hardly on the plaintiffs. 
. . . I need not go into the reasons on which the decision in 
Kendall vy. Hamilton was based; it is enough to say that the 
decision is law, and I am bound by it.” 

A more peculiar case was that of Hammond vy. Schofield 
(1891, 1 Q. B. 453). The plaintiffs, who were printers, had 
printed a certain newspaper for the defendant, and, believing 
him to be the sole proprietor, sued him for the printing expenses. 
As it happened, the defendant was jointly liable in respect of 
the contract with one Tuomas, a sclicitor, who also acted for 
him as his solicitor m the action. The case proceeded against 
the defendant alone, and Tuomas, acting as his solicitor, con- 
sented to judgment being signed against the defendant alone. 
By so doing it is obvious that Tuomas relieved himself of all 
liability to the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs failed to get their 
judgment satisfied, and afterwards discovered that Tomas was 
a partner of the defendant, and therefore liable on the con- 
tract. Being aware of the rule in Kendall v. Hamilton, they 
knew that they were precluded from suing THomas unless 
they could get the judgment against Scnorrep set aside. 
They therefore applied, with the consent of ScHortexp, 
to have the judgment set aside. It was held that this could not 
be done, as it would revive a right against Tuomas which the 


| judgment had extinguished. The judgments of the court 


(Wixts and Vavenan Witi1as, JJ.) were based on the result 
\of the rule in Kendall v. Hamilton to extinguish the right. 
W115, J., states the law concisely thus :—‘ The effect of the 
judgment was undoubtedly to destroy the right of action against 





| a co-contractor with the defendant (ing v. Hoare), even ——- 
the plaintiff did not know, when he signed judgment, that he 
\had a remedy against him (Kendall vy. Hamilton).” Vavouan 
| Wiis, J., goes somewhat elaborately into the law. With 
| regard to the hardship of the case, he says: “ If it is said that 
'this decision works injustice to the plaintiff, who loses his 
remedy against the co-contractor, of whose existence the plaintiff 
may not have been aware at the time of bringing the original 
action, this is only to say that the rule established by a series of 
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eases ending with Kendall v. Hamilton . . . is an unjust 
rule ”’—and the learned judge concludes, with the cynicism of a 
trained lawyer, ‘‘a rule which, though it may be unjust in its 
results to the plaintiff, is yet a well-established rule.” 

Yes, unfortunately for the creditor, the rule is well established, 
as the above cases shew ; but whether the doctrine of supposed 
convenience or of the indivisible nature of a joint contract is 
sound or consistent with the broader views of modern judicial 
administration may be seriously questioned. 


THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS AS AFFECTING 
MORTGAGEES. 


II. 

We referred last week to the judgment of Lord Wesrsvry in 
Chinnery v. Evans (11 H. L. Cas. 115) and to the confusion 
which has been caused by the mode in which he treated section 
40 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, but indeed the point is not very 
material. Whether the word “paid” is qualified or not by the 
subsequent words, there is no doubt that he understood it to 
include payment by any person liable to pay. The point is 
further explained by Harlock v. Ashberry (30 W. R. 327, 19 Ch. 
D. 539), but before passing to that case it will be convenient to 
refer to the judgments of Lord Cranwortu and Lord WenstEY- 
DALE in Chinnery vy. Evans. Lord Cranworts relied only upon 
1 Vict. c. 28, remarking that nothing is there said as to 
the person by whom the payment is to be made; and, while 
payment by a mere stranger would, of course, have no 
effect, yet a receiver ‘‘is certainly no stranger to the mort- 
gagor, but a person paying for him and on his account what he 
is bound to pay.” As to the hardship on the assignee of the 
equity of redemption if not allowed to plead the statute, 
Lord Cranwortn, like Lord Westsury, regarded this as 
merely the result of his taking a title without sufficiently 
investigating it. ‘That a contrary doctrine would be very 
alarming to mortgagees is obvious; for so long as a mort- 
gagee receives his interest regularly he does not feel him- 
self under any obligation to inquire how his debtor is 
dealing with the equity of redemption—a matter in which he 
has no concern.” How, in the face of this, Mr. MILiipcE 
can regard Chinnery v. Evans as a decision in favour of his con- 
tention, that a payment by a mortgagor after he has parted 
with the equity of redemption does not prevent the statute 
running against the mortgagee, is not clear. It would not be 
easy to frame a more explicit declaration in favour of the 
mortgagee. 

It appears, however, that he places great reliance upon a 
remark of Lord WeNsLEYDALE’s that ‘a receipt of interest on a 
mortgage, simple possession of the subject-matter by an act of 
ownership, is enough ”’ ; and he says that this great judge evi- 
dently considered that the payment of interest contemplated by 
the Act must be equivalent to a symbolical delivery of possession 
of the land. But apart from the objection that this is introduc- 
ing a totally new canon of construction, the subject-matter to 
which Lord WenstrYDALE refers is the mortgage, not the land ; 
the act of ownership is the receipt of interest ; and he goes on to 
explain himself by saying that ‘the receipt of interest from one 
estate out of three, all subject to the same mortgage, is enough 
to keep it alive as to all.’”’” Moreover, the judgment in question 
rather professes to indorse the opinions of Lord Wesrsury and 
Lord Cranwortn than to attempt an independent reading of 
the statutes, and no special importance was attached to it in 
Harlock v. Ashberry (supra). 

In this case the Court of Appeal carefully considered the 
judgment of the House of Lords in Chinnery v. vans, 
with the result that Jesser, M.R., and Brertr, L.J., both 
declined to accept Lord Wzxsrsvury’s express declaration that, in 
his gra the words of section 40 referring to payment were 
qualified by the subsequent words ‘by the person by whom 
the same shall be payable or his agent.” As we have already 
pointed out, this was opposed to Lord Wxsrsury’s reading of 
the section in the earlier part of his judgment, and both the 
above jud preferred to treat that judgment as depend- 
ing upon the requirement, in section 40, of payment merely, 
apart from any express indication of the person by whom 





the yorment was to be made. Thus, Jzsset, M.R., said that 


the learned lords who gave j t in Chinnery v. Evans 
treated the section ‘‘as if the w therein contained, ‘ by the 
person by whom the same shall be payable or his agent,’ did 
not apply to the payment, but to the siguature of the writing ” ; 
and Brerr, L.J., said that it was “impossible to suppose that 
the judgment of the House of Lords read into the previous 
paragraph (as a mere matter of reading) the words” above 
quoted, though he seems to have based his opinion upon the 
grainmatical absurdity of such a reading rather than upon what 
was actually said in the House of Lords. 

Taking, then, these expositions of Lord Wesrsury’s judg- 
ment with the fact that it is on the face of it inconsistent, it 
seems to be quite clear that both under section 40 of 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 27, and under 1 Vict. c. 28, the running of the 
statute as against a mortgagee can be checked by payment of 
a part of the principal money or of some interest thereon, 
and that in the former enactment, as in the latter, nothing is 
expressly said as to the person by whom the payment is to be 
made. It is equally clear that, according to the decision in 
Chinnery v. Evans, the payment must come, not from a mere 
stranger, but from a person liable to pay, and it is imma- 
terial that such person is a a who has parted with his 
interest in at any rate a portion of the Rewetiveet: wet relb-wy 

In Harlock v. Ashberry (supra) the formula that the payment 
must be made by a person liable to pay was expanded by Fry, J. 
(29 W. R. 887, 18 Ch. D. 229), into the statement that the payment 
may be made “ by the mortgagor, or by any agent of the mort- 
gagor, or by any person who, as between the mortgagor and 
the mortgagee, is liable to make any a to the mortgagee 
in satisfaction of the mortgage debt.” This third class of 
persons seems at first sight to be not unreasonably included, 
but in point of fact it lets in strangers to the mortgage 
(see Lewin v. Wilson, 11 App. Cas., at p. 646), and it 
was cut out by the Court of Appeal. The mortgagee had 
given notice to the tenant of the mortgaged property to pay 
rent to him, and a half-year’s rent was accordingly so paid 
by the terant. Consequently, in considering whether this 
was a payment of principal or interest within 1 Vict. c. 28, 
there were two questions, first, whether it was a payment of 
principal or interest at all, and then, whether the tenant was a 
person entitled to make it. Both questions were answered by 
the Court of Appeal in the negative, but the second is the one 
with which we are now concerned. In dealing with it — 
deal of reliance was placed on a remark made by Lord Wesr- 
BuRY in the course of the argument in Chinnery v. Evans, to the 
effect that payment involves an admission of liability to pay, 
and both Jesse, M.R., and Brerr, L.J., founded upon it the 
slightly varied statement that, to take a case out of the 
statute, the payment must be made by a person liable 
to make it, or his agent, as an acknowledgment of right. To 
the use which Mr. Mitumce makes of this we shall recur 
later on, but for the present it is enough to observe that the 
Court of Appeal simply draw the conclusion that the payment 
must’ be made by a person liable to pay, and if, as Mr. 
MIL.IpcE contends, it follows from the principle of acknowledg- 
ment that such person must also be owner of the land, this result 
is certainly not expressed in the judgment, and indeed there was 
no reason to consider the question under any such 
It was clear that a tenant of the mortgaged property, though 
liable, when called upon, to pay his rent to the mortgagee, was 
not liable to make any payment of principal or interest under the 
mortgage, and consequently a payment by him was not sufficient 
to take the case out of the statute. While, therefore, the decision 
emphasizes the principle of acknowl ent, and on this ground 

uires that the payment should by_a person liable to 
ie it, or his agent, it does not pretend to conflict in any 
way with Chinnery v. Evans, and it cannot be taken as overruling 
the clear decision in that case that a payment on behalf of the 


ree > af will keep the ram ive as against land in 
which he has sate have any title. On the contrary, it was a 
distinct recognition of the fact that acknowledgment by a person 
liable keeps the mo alive even as against persons who 
wore no parties to the acknowledgment. 





Reserving then for the nt the further consideration of 
the effect of admissions and acknowledgments as against third 
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parties, we may refer in the next place to the cases in which 
payment by a mortgagor out of possession has been held to save 
the mortgagee’s rights as against an adverse possessor in whose 
favour the statute has commenced to run. These differ from 
Chinnery v. Evans (suprd) in that, although the mortgagor 
has parted with possession, yet he still remains the owner 
of the land, but no importance seems to have been attached 
to this consideration. In Doe v. Eyre (17 Q. B. 366) A., the 
owner of a house, in 1821 allowed his sister B. to occupy it 
rent free. In 1823 he mortgaged it to C. for a term of five 
hundred years. On this mortgage he paid interest, the last 
payment being made in 1841. In 1851 C. brought an action 
of ejectment against B., and it was held that he was entitled 
to do so. The statute, it was said, referred only to payment 
of principal money or interest, and there was nothing which 
required the mortgagor at the time of such payment to be 
in possession. Mr. Mitiince explains this decision on the 
ground that it was a case of landlord and tenant, and that the 

ion of the tenant was virtually that of the landlord. But, 
although this was true of the period before 1833, yet subse- 
quently the sister was in adverse possession, and, but for the 
payment made by her brother, that possession would have 
ripened into ownership both as against him and his mortgagee. 
The case, indeed, was simply one of adverse possession, and pay- 
ment by the owner out of possession was held to be effectual. 
Moreover, so far from basing his judgment in any way on the 
circumstance that the mortgagor was still, at the time of pay- 
ment, entitled to the land, Lord Campsett, C.J., expressly con- 
templated that the decision would govern also the case of a sale 
of the equity of redemption for valuable consideration, and he 
pointed out, as was done in Chinnery v. Evans (supra), that it 
would be due to the purchaser’s own negligence if he did not 
know of the existence of the mortgage. Naturally this decision 
was held to govern Chinnery v. Evans when, under the name 
of Re Muskerry (9 Ir. Ch. Rep. 94), it first came before the 
Irish courts. 

Another case of adverse possession was Doe v. Massey (17 
Q. B. 373). In 1822 the tenant of land held under a long lease 
mortgaged it. About 1829 possession of part was taken by a 
stranger. In 1834 the tenant and the mortgagees joined in 
conveying the term to a purchaser, who paid off the mortgage. 
It was held that the purchaser claimed under the mortgage, and 
that the statute 1 Vict. c. 28 operated in hisfavour. Here again 
payment made on behalf of the mortgagor out of possession in- 
terrupted the adverse possession so as to prevent it from ripening 
into ownership. The remarks made by Lord Campset., C.J., 
and Parreson, J., in the course of the argument are significant. 
The latter said :—‘‘ A mortgagee does not consider who occupies 
the premises.” The former:—‘‘No mortgagee throughout 
England and Wales thinks of troubling himself as to who 
occupies the premises, if the interest is paid.” The above 
authorities, Doe v. Eyre and Doe v. Massey, were followed in the 
more recent case of Ford y. Ager (11 W. R. 1073, 2 H. & C. 
279). In Eyre v. Walsh (10 Ir. C. L. R. 346) also the question 
was considered, but it was there held that if the mortgagee was 
barred previously to the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, nothing in that 
statute or in 1 Vict. c. 28 could restore his right of entry. 

So far, then, the authorities appear to be conclusive that a 
payment by a mortgagor out of possession will save the statute, 
whether the person in possession is the assignee of the equi 
of redemption or whether he is a mere possessor. But it sti 
remains to consider the significance of the decision in Newbould 
v. Smith (34 W. R. 690, 33 Ch. D. 127), and whether any further 
efficacy can be given to the principle developed in Harlock v. 
Ashberry (supra), that a payment to come within 1 Vict. c. 28 
must be an acknowledgment of right. 








At a meeting of the Bar Committee held Wednesday week, Sir Henry 
James, Q.C., M.P., was re-elected chairman; Mr. W. F. Robinson, Q.C., 
vice-chairman ; Mr. E. T. Wolstenholme, treasurer; and Mr. 8. H. Loft- 
house, hon. secretary. At the same meeting the following resolution was 
also passed, viz. :—“‘That, it having been represented to the Bar Committee 
that cases exist in which the sons of county court judges are in the habit 
of parti before their fathers, the Bar Committee desire to record their 

that such a system chould be, as far as possible, discouraged; and 
copies of this resolution be sent to the Lord Chancellor and the 





REVIEWS. 
WINDING UP OF COMPANIES. 


THE WINDING UP oF COMPANIES BY THE CouRT. By SIDNEY 
Woorr, Q.C., assisted by RicHarD Rrnewoop, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


This is a very handy manual of the statutes and rules which regu- 
late the present procedure for the winding up of companies by the 
court. The statutes, which are printed in clear, bold type, include 
the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, Part IV., and other parts of 
the Companies Act, 1862, and the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890. The 
first of these is carefully annotated, and, in particular, valuable notes 
are appended to section 10, on the liability of delinquent directors, 
officers, and promoters, and to section 12, on the powers conferred 
upon the liquidator, whether by the Act or by the rules made under 
it. The rules also are accompanied by notes and references, and the 
book contains the various forms required in winding-up practice and 
the orders issued by the Lord Chancellor, including the order of the 
18th of December, 1890, as to fees, and those issued by the Board of 
Trade. The convenient size of the volume, and the manner in which 
it has been prepared and printed, will make it very serviceable. 





RAILWAYS IN INDIA. 


THE LAW RELATING TO RAmLWays IN BRITISH INDIA, INCLUDING 
THE INDIAN Rattways Act, 1890, AND THE RELEVANT PoRTIONS 
OF THE CONTRACTS BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AND THE COMPANIES. 
By Henry EDWARD TREVOR, Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


This is a very complete, compact, and useful epitome of the 
law relating to railways in British India. The author in the 
first part deals with the railway companies and their contracts 
with the Government, shewing the nature of the tenures on which 
the undertakings are held, each of the four classes of lines— 
roprietary lines» worked by guaranteed companies; proprietary 
ines worked by assisted companies; State lines worked by guaran- 
teed, assisted, and other companies; and State lines worked by 
Government—being dealt with separately. In the case of lines 
worked by companies the obligations imposed by contracts for 
the performance of duty to the public are stated. The second 
part is devoted to the law of carriers prevailing in India in re- 
spect of railways, which is governed by the English common law 
so far as it is not modified by any Indian enactment; and the. third 
part contains the text of the Indian Railways Act, 1890, with notes, 
the rest of the statute law being given in the appendix. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Modern Law of Real Property; with an Appendix containing 
the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874; the Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 
1882; the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890; and the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882. By the late L. A. Goopeve. Third 
Edition. Revised and partially rewritten. By HowARD WARBURTON 
ELPHINSTONE, M.A., and JaMEs W. CLARK, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Relationship of Landlord and Tenant. By EpGar Foa, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes; Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

The Housing of the Working Classes Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 
70); with Notes and Introduction. The Forms prescribed under the 
Act and all Existing Enactments upon the Subject, Table of Cases, 
and Index. By W. C. Bernarp, M.A., LL.B., and H. MorGan- 
Brown, LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. Butterworths. 


The Tithe Act, 1891; with Explanatory Notes and the Rules and 
Forms Thereunder. By A. T. Turina, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE COUNTY OF LONDON, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jourtal.] 


Sir,—I shall be glad to have the question, whether parishes and 
places within the boundaries of the county of London as defined by 
the Local Government (England and Wales) Act, 1888, are properly 
described as in the county of London or county of Middlesex, 
elucidated. 

As I understand the Act, the county of London is established for 
administrative purposes only, and that for all other purposes, such as 
situation from a geographical point of view, the county of Middlesex 
still exists, 

I see that some solicitors describe parishes and places such as 
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Islington as in the county of London, which practice is, I believe, 
incorrect. Frepk. G. Fircn. 
15, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, 
London, E., June 27. ; 
[See section 40 (2) of the Local Government Act, 1888, under which 
such portion of the administrative county of London as forms part 
of the counties of Middlesex, Surrey, and Kent shall, on and after 
the appointed day, be severed from those counties, and form a 
separate county for all non-administrative purposes, by the name of 
the county of London.—Eb. S. J.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT, JUNE, 1891. 
OrvER XLII. RULE 33a. 

1. Impounded documents while in the custody of the Court are not 
to be parted with; and are not to be inspected, except on a written 
order signed by the Judge on whose order they were impounded and 
by the President of the Division in which they are impounded ; or in 
case of documents impounded on the order of the Court of Appeal 
by an order of that Court. Such documents shall not be delivered 
out of the custody of the Court except upon an order made on motion 
in open court. 

OrDER XLVI. RULE 1A. 

2. Every summons by a separate judgment creditor of a partner 
for an order charging his interest in the partnership property and 
profits under section 23 of the Partnership Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. 
ec. 39), and for such other orders as are thereby authorized to be 
made, shall be served in the case of a partnership other than a cost 
book company on the judgment debtor and on his partners, or 
such of them as are within the jurisdiction, or in the case of a cost 
book company on the judgment debtor and the purser of the com- 
pany; and such service shall be good service on all the partners or 
on the cost book company as the case may be and all orders made on 
such summons shall be similarly served. 


OrDER XLVI. RULE 1B. 

8. Every application which shall be made by any partner of the 
judgment debtor under the same section shall be made by summons, 
and such summons shall be served in the case of a partnership other 
than a cost book company on the judgment creditor and on the 
judgment debtor, and on such of the other partners as shall not 
concur in the application and as shall be within the jurisdiction, or 
in the case of a cost book company on the judgment creditor and on 
the judgment debtor and on the purser of the company, and such 
service shall be good service on all the partners or on the cost book 
company as the case may be and all orders made on such summons 
shall be similarly served. 


ORDER XLVIIIA. 

4. Order VII., Rule 2, Order IX., Rules 6 and 7, Order XII, 
Rules 15 and 16, Order XVI., Rules 14 and 15, Order XLII., Rule 
10, and Order XLV., Rule 10, are hereby repealed, and the following 
Rules (1) to (11) shall stand as a separate Order in lieu thereof. 


ACTIONS BY AND AGAINST FIRMS AND PERSONS CARRYING ON 
BUSINESS IN NAMES OTHER THAN THEIR OWN. 

(1.) Any two or more persons claiming or being liable as co-partners 
and carrying on business within the jurisdiction may sue or be sued 
in the name of the respective firms, if any, of which such persons 
were co-partners at the time of the accruing of the cause of action; 
and any _—y to an action may in such case apply by summons to 
tt judge or a statement of the names and addresses of the persons 
who were, at the time of the accruing of the cause of action, co- 
partners in any such firm, to be furnished in such manner, and 
verified on oath or otherwise, as the judge may direct. 

(2) When a writ is sued out by partners in the name of their firm, 
the plaintiffs or their solicitors shall, on demand in writing by or on 
behalf of any defendant, forthwith declare in writing the names and 

laces of residence of all the persons constituting the firm on whose 

+half the action is brought. And if the plaintiffs or their solicitors 
shall fail to comply with such demand, all proceedings in the action 
may, upon an application for that purpose, be stayed upon such 
terms as the court or a judge may direct. And when the names of 
the partners are so declared, the action shall proceed in the same 
manner and the same consequences in all respects shall follow as if 
they had been named as the plaintiffs in the writ. But all the 
proceedings shall, nevertheless, continue in the name of the firm. 

(3.) Where persons are sued as partners in the name of their firm 
under Rule (1), the writ shall be served either upon any one or more 
of the partners or at the principal place, within the jurisdiction, of 
the business of the partnership upon any person having at the time 
of service the control or management of the partnership business 
there; and, subject to these rules, such service shall = deemed 


thereof are out of the jurisdiction or not, and no leave to issue a 
writ against them shall be necessary: provided that in the case of a 
co-partnership which has been dissolved to the knowledge of the 
plaintiff before the commencement of the action, the writ of summons 
shall be served upon every person within the jurisdiction sought to 
be made liable. 

(4.) Where a writ is issued against a firm, and is served as directed 
by Rule (3), every person upon whom it is served shall be informed 
by — in writing given at the ogo of such service whether he 
is served as a r or as @ person ing the control or manage- 
ment,of the partnership business, or in botir characters. In default 
of such notice, the person served shall be deemed to be served as a 

er. 

(5.) Where persons are sued as partners in the name of their firm, 
they shall appear individually in their own names; but all subse- 

uent proceedings shall, nevertheless, continue in the name of the 

rm. 

(6.) Where a writ is served under Rule (3) upon a person having the 
control or management of the partnership business, no appearance 
by him shall be necessary unless he is a member of the firm sued. 

(7.) Any person served as a partner under Rule (3) may enter an 
appearance under protest, sa a Bee he is a partner, but such 
appearance shall not preclude the plaintiff from otherwise serving the 
firm and obtaining judgment against the firm in default of appear- 
ance if no partner has entered an appearance in the ordinary form. 

(8.) Where a judgment or order is against a firm, execution may 
issue : 

(a.) Against any property of the partnership within the jurisdic- 

tion ; 

(b.) Against any person who has appeared in his own name under 
Rule (5) or (6), or who has admitted on the pleadings that 
he is, or who has been adjudged to be a partner ; 

(c.) Against any person who has been individually served as 
a partner, with the writ of summons, and has failed to 
appear. 

If the party who has obtained judgment or an order claims to be 
entitled 1 to issue execution against any other person as being a 
member of the firm, he may apply to the court or a judge for leave 
so to do; and the court or judge may give such [eave if the 
liability be not disputed, or if such liability be disputed may order 
that the liability of such person be tried and determined in any 
manner in which any issue or question in an action may be tried 
and determined. But except as against any pro) of pd “seni 
ship, a judgment against a firm shall not render liable, release, or 
otherwise affect any member thereof who was out of the jurisdiction 
when the writ was issued, and who has not appeared to the writ 
unless he has been made a to the action under Order XI., or 
has been served within the jurisdiction after the writ in the action 
was issued. 

(9.) Debts owing from a firm carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction may be attached under Order XLY., although one or 
more members of such firm may be resident abroad: provided that 
any person having the control or management of the partnershi 
business or any member of the firm within the jurisdiction is serv 
with the garnishee order. An appearance by any member pursuant 
to an order shall be a sufficient appearance by the firm. 

(10.) The above rules shall apply to actions between a firm and one 
or more of its members, and to actions between firms having one or 
more members in common, provided such firm or firms on busi- 
ness within the jurisdiction, but no execution shall be issued in such 
actions without Ses of the Court or a Judge, and on an application 
for leave to issue such execution all such accounts and inquiries may 
be directed to be taken and made, and directions given as may be 
just, 

11.) Any person carrying on business within the jurisdiction in a 
a or style other than his own name may be sued in such name or 
style asif it were a firm name; and, so far as the nature of the case 
will permit, all rules relating to ings against firms shall apply. 

OrperR LIV. RULE 4A. 
5. Order LIV., Rule 4, shall be read as if the following words 
were added thereto :—‘‘ Provided that in the case of summonses for 
time only, the summons may be served on the day previous to the 


return thereof.” 
6. These Rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
June, 1891; and pene | Rule may be cited ing to the 


y 
heading thereof with reference to the Rules of the Sw e Court, 
1883. They shall come into — on the first day of July, 1891. 
Dated the 19th day of June, 1891. 
(Signed) Haxssury, C. 
CoLeriper, C.J. 
Esuer, M.R. 
Natu. Linpiey, LJ. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS (ENGLAND) ACT, 1883; GOUGH AND 
OTHERS v. GOUGH AND OTHERS—No. 1, 26th June. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—COMPENSATION FOR IMPROVEMENTS—PAYMENT OF, 
By Exectrors or Deceasep LaNDLORD—CHARGE ON THE Lanps— 
“ Lanptorp ’’—‘* Parties ’’—Acricutturat Hotpines (ENGLAND) Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 61), ss. 29, 61. 


Appeal from the decision of Cave, J. (39 W. R. 494), differing from 
Vaughan Williams, J., and upholding the decision of the judge of the 
Wi County Court, that the executors of a deceased landlord who had 
paid out of their testator’s estate a sum of money as compensation to an 
outgoing tenant for unexhausted improvements were not entitled to a 
charge upon the lands under section 29 of the Agricultural Holdings 
(England) Act, 1883. John Gough (the landlord) was tenant for life of a 
farm which he had let from year to year to an agricultural tenant. The 
tenant, when about to quit the farm, served upon the landlord notice of a 
claim under the Act for unexhausted improvements, and a sum of £35 was 
ultimately fixed upon as due to the tenant for such improvements. Before 
this sum was paid the landlord died, having been in receipt of the rents up 
to the time of his death. His executors paid the £35, and claimed to have 
a charge on the holding under section 29, which provides that ‘‘ a landlord 
on paying to the tenant the amount due to him in respect of compensation 
under this Act shall be entitled to obtain from the county court 
a charge on the holding, or any part thereof, to the amount of the sum so 
paid.’’ Section 61 provides, that ‘‘ ‘landlord’ in relation to a holding 
means any person for the time being entitled to receive the rents and 
profits of any holding. ‘Tenant’ means the holder of land under a 
landlord for a term of years or from year to year. ‘Tenant’ 
includes the executors : of a tenant. . The designations 
of landlord and tenant shall continue to apply to the parties until the 
conclusion of any proceedings taken under, or in pursuance of, this Act in 

t of compensation for improvements.’’ ‘The remainderman opposed 
the executors’ petition for a charge. The question argued on this appeal 
was whether the executors of a deceased landlord were ‘‘ parties ’’ to whom 
the designation of ‘‘landlord ’’ applied (within the last clause of section 
61), and, therefore, entitled to a charge under section 29. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) held that 
they were so entitled. Lord Esner, M.R.—TI:e appellants cannot succeed 
unless they bring themselves within the last clause of section 61, for I 

with Vaughan Williams, J., that the definition of ‘‘ landlord ’’ would 
shut them out. [His lordship read the definitions of landlord and tenant, 
and continued :—] As to the word “‘ tenant,’’ besides the definition I have 
read the section provides that the word ‘‘ includes the executors, &c., of 
a tenant ”’ but as to “‘ landlord,’’ the only word used is ‘‘ means,’’ and the 
word, therefore, in this Act means what it is there stated to mean, and 
that only. But there is a clause in this section as to the designations of 
landlord and tenant from which it appears that there is a time when 
those terms are not to be strictly taken according to the definitions, but 
are to apply although the definitions would not apply. The question is 
whether, in such a case as the present, the word * parties’’ includes the 
executors of the landlord who waz tenant for life of the property. It has 
been shewn thxt the proceedings which are contemplated by thie Act 
were begun in the lifetime of the landlord; they are to go on until their 
conclusion; before that arrives the landlord dies. That event does not 
conclude the proceedings, but the executors thereupon became parties to 
the proceedings. It was argued that the word “ parties’’ in the last 
clause of section 61 means parties to the original contract of tenancy only. 
That was so under the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1875 (see section 4). 
But the clause in the present Act omits the words ‘to a contract of 
tenancy ”’ after the word ‘‘ parties,”’ and leaves that word at large. Some 
effect must be given to that word, and in my opinion it means ‘‘ parties 
to the proceedings.’’ The executors of a landlord are not within the 
definition of landlord, but if a question of compensation under the Act 
has arisen they are parties until the conclusion of any proceedings taken 
under the Act. This construction is a natural one, and avoids the gross 
injustice which would occur if the opposite contention were to prevail. 
Bowex, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. Apart from the definition of the 
term landlord in section 61, which may not be wide enough to include the 
executors of a landlord, there is the important clause at the end of that 
section. What does the word “ parties’? mean in that clause? It was 
said that it meant persons who before the commencement of the proceed- 
ings were landlord and tenant. Let us look through the Act and see 
whether that construction is not a monstrosity. There is provision in the 
Act for claiming compensation for unexhausted improvements and 
machinery for arriving at the amount to be paid. Is it conceivable that 
all that procedure is to be useless in a case where the landlord dies? On 
the contrary, it is admitted that the tenant does not lose his right to com- 

ion if the landlord ceases to be landlord. Is he to lose it if the 

dies? Surely, if the designations of landlord and tenant are to 
continue, they are to apply to those who succeed the landlord and the 
tenant. That appears from the previous legislation on the subject. 
Under the Act of 1575 the terms landlord and tenant were to include the 
executors, &c., of a landlord or tenant (section 4). The present Act 
restricts the meaning of the term landlord so as to exclude the executors, 
but then the clause which deals with the continuance of the designations 
is altered, and I have come to the conclusion that the word “‘ parties’ in 
=o must have been intended to have a wider sense, and to include 
a case as the present. Kay, L.J.—It is clear that the executors were 








bound to pay this £35. They paid it for improvements of which the land 
would get the benefit—that is, the land of the remainderman—and out of 
which the tenant for life would get no benefit whatever. Could it have 
been intended that, if the landlord were still alive, he was to havea 
charge on the land, but that if he were dead his executors could not? It 
is incredible that that was intended. Is that the necessary construction 
of the words? It certainly is worthy of notice that in the Act of 1875 
landlord is defined to include the executors and in the present Act that 
is not so. But the earlier Act also contained a clause which is like, and 
yet very unlike, the clause at the end of section 61 of the later Act. It 
seems to me that the reason for the alteration in the clause which deals 
with the continuance of the designations is, that in the definition of land- 
lord ‘‘executors’’ have been omitted, so that executors, although not 
within the definition, might be within the designation of landlord until 
the conclusion of any proceedings taken under the Act. This was a pro- 
ceeding under the Act, and the parties to that proceeding are within the 
designation of landlord and tenant until it is concluded. We are able to 
arrive at this conclusion without doing any violence to the construction 
of the Act, and I agree that the judgment of Cave, J., should be reversed. 
Appeal allowed.—Counset, H. F. Lawes; McCall, QC., and Garland. 
Soricrrors, Pilgrim § Phillips, for H. F. Poynton, Bristol ; Moon ¢ Gilks, 
for J. W. B. Leach, Martock. 


ALLDRED v». WEST METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS CO.—No. 1, 28th June. 


Tramway—Reparr or Roap—Conrtract with Roap Avutuority To Reparrn— 
Lrantiiry or Tramway Company—Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. 
c. 78), ss. 28, 29, 55. 

Tn an action for damages for personal injuries sustained by reason of the 
road between and adjoining the tram lines being worn and sunken and out 
of repair, the defence was that the defendants had entered into an agree- 
ment with the vestry of Hammersmith, who were the road authority, 
whereby the vestry undertook to maintain and keep in repair that part of 
the road where the tramway was laid, and that the defendants, therefore, 
were not liable. Hawkins, J., at the trial with a jury nonsuited the 
plaintiff, on the authority of Howitt v. Nottingham Tramways Co. (32 W. R. 
248, 12 Q. B. D. 16). The plaintiff moved for a new trial. 

Tue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the motion. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question was whether the 
case of Howitt v. Nottingham Tramways Co. was rightly decided. The 
court there decided that by section 28 of the Tramways Act, 1870, the 
duty of the tramway company to keep that part of the road between and 
adjoining the tramway lines in good condition and repair imposed upon the 
company a primd facie liability to any person injured by the road not being 
so kept in repair. The court further decided that section 29 must be read 
with section 28, and was to be read as a proviso to it ; consequently that if 
the tramway company under section 29 transferred the duty of keeping 
the road in repair to the road authority, the company would escape 
liability on account of the road authority not having done what it had 
undertaken todo. The company under those circumstances would be free 
from liability. Unless that were the true construction of the sections the 
tramway company would be placed in this singular position: they would 
be liable for the acts and defaults of the road authority after the contract 
had been made, though they could exercise no control over the road 
authority. The road authority were to do the work to their own satis- 
faction ; section 55 in no way affected that construction. The case, there- 
fore, of Howitt v. Nottingham Tramways Co. was right, and the application 
for a new trial must be refused. Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.— 
Counset, McCall, Q.C., and Guiry; Kemp, Q.C., and Atherley Jones. 
Soricrrors, Hewitt § Chapman; H. C. Godfray. 


Ex parte SCHOFIELD—No. 1, 1st July. 


Practice—Apreat—‘ CamunaL Cause or Marrer’’—Jvurispicrion or 
Court or AprgAL—OrbDER or JUSTICES TO ABATE NUISANCE UNDER 
Pustic Heattu Act, 1875, ss. 91, 96—Manpamus To staTE A CasE— 
Jupicature Act, 1873, s. 47. 

Application, by way of appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division, for a 
rule nisi for a mandamus directing the stipendiary magistrate of Manchester 
to state a case for the opinion of the court under 42 & 43 Vict. c. 49, s. 
33. It appeared that the applicant was summoned under section 91, sub- 
section 7, of the Public Health Act, 1875, for having a chimney in his 
chemical factory at Clayton, within the limits of the city of Manchester, 
sending forth black smoke in such quantity as to be a nuisance. The 
applicant contended that the second proviso in section 91 applied, viz., 
that the furnace was constructed in such a manner as to consume as far 
as practicable, having regard to the nature of the manufacture, all the 
smoke, and he tendered evidence to that effect. The magistrate held 
that the F saapieer did not apply, and rejected the evidence, and made an 
order under section 96 for the abatement of the nuisance. The magis- 
trate having refused to state a case, the Divisional Court refused to 
graut a rule nisi for a mandamus. The applicant move this court for a 
Tule nisi as above, when the question was raised whether this was not a 
‘* criminal cause or matter ’’ within section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
in which case no ap would lie. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) held that 
no appeal lay. Lord Esner, M.R., said that the decision of the magis- 
trate under sections 91 and 96 of the Public Health Act, 1875, was a 
decision in a criminal matter: Reg v. Whitchurch (7 Q. B. D. 534). Was 
the application for a mandamus to compel the te to state a case a 
yomeruns the criminal cause or matter? It seemed to him to come 
exactly within the language used by this court in Ev parte Woodhall (36 
W. KR. 655, 20 Q. B. D. 832), namely, that the decision of the Divisional 
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Court upon such an application was a decision by way of judicial deter- | the language of section 5 too far, and his lo 
to, proceedings the ; hold for the first time that that section had such an effect. 


mination of a question raised in, or with re 


subject-matter of which was criminal. The application must therefore be 


Q.C., and Joseph Walton. Soxtcrrors, Collis § Mallam, for Cobbett, Wheeler, 
§ Cobbett, Manchester. 


THOMAS v. SEARLES—No. 2, 25th June. 


Brit or SaALE—VALIpDITY—REGISTRATION—STATEMENT OF CoNSIDERATION— 
UnpiscLosep Trust or Conprtrron—‘‘Truz Owner”? or CuHatreis 


was not pre to 
y and 
Lorgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Horace Kent ; Jelf, Q.C., and Herbert 
refused. Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counssx, Sir Horace Davey, | Reed. Soxrcrrors, 8S. 8. Seal ; Cooper § Sons. 


AVERY v. WOOD—No. 2, July 1. 


Copyricnt—AcTION FoR ALLEGED INFRINGEMENT—DisMissaL or ACTION 
witx ‘‘ Furi Costs’’—Wuat Costs To BE ALLOWED on Taxation—5 & 6 
Vict. c. 42, s. 26—5 & 6 Vicr. c. 97, 8. 2. 


In this case a question arose as to the meaning of the term “ full costs ”’ 


ASSIGNED—SUCcESSIVE ASSIGNMENTS OF SAME CHATTELS—Bris or Saxe | jy acepyright action. The action was brought to restrain an alleged in- 


Act, 1878, s. 10 (3)—Brits or Saxe Act, 1882, ss. 3, 5. 


Some questions arose in this case as to the validity of a bill of sale. The | The action was tried by Romer, J., who 


fringement by the defendants of the plaintiff's ight, and for damages. 
r Pho dismiseed it with “full costs.” 


questions arose upon an issue which, on an interpleader summons taken | Section 26 of the Copyright Act of 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 45) provides that, if 


out by the sheriff, was directed to be tried between the plaintiff, who was 
the holder of the bill of sale, and the defendant, who was an execution 
creditor of the grantor, at whose instance the sheriff had seized the chattels 
comprised in the bill of sale. On January 26, 1889, one Hampden was 
indebted to the plaintiff Thomas upon a bill of sale given in March, 1888, 
in a sum exceeding £150, and he was also indebted to the plaintiff in other 
sums on some promissory notes, and he desired to obtain a further advance 
of £50. Accordingly an arrangement was made that a bill of sale should 
be given by the plaintiff to Hampden for £290 upon the goods which were 
comprised in the previous bill of sale, and that this sum should be ad- 
vanced to Hampden upon the understanding that he should afterwards 
pay to the plaintiff the amount due to him on the then subsisting securi- 
ties, which amount was fixed at £235. On January 26, 1889, the bill of 
sale was executed and the £290 was paid by the plaintiff to Hampden, 
and two or three days afterwards the £235 was paid by Hampden to the 
plaintiff. The defendant alleged that the bill of sale was a sham, and a 
fraud on Hampden’s creditors, and that the consideration was not truly 
stated, inasmuch as the advance was clogged with a stipulation that the 
old debt should be repaid. A. L. Smith, J., held that the plaintiff was 
entitled to the goods. On behalf of the defendant it was argued that the 
bill of sale was void as against him (1) because, at the date of its execution, 
Hampden was not the true owner of the goods as required by section 5 of 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, by reason of the previous bill of sale not having 
been discharged until several days later. There could not be two true 
owners of the same goods at the same moment, and on the execution of a 
bill of sale the property in the goods passed to the grantee, as was said by 
the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Stanford ; (2) the consideration was not 
truly stated ; (3) sub-section 3 of section 10 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
applied by reason of the undisclosed trust or condition that the £235 
should be applied in payment of the previously existing debt. 
Tue Covrr (Linpitey, Fry, and Lopgrs, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Linney, L.J., said that it was argued that the consideration for the bill 
of sale was not truly stated. The bill of sale was expressed to be made in 
consideration of the sum of £290 ‘‘now’’ paid by Hampden to Thomas. 
The question was whether that sum was paid or not. Unquestionably it 
was paid; but it was said that it was not the consideration because 
there was some agreement as to the subsequent application of the 
money. In his lordship’s opinion that had no bearing on the 
point. Then it was said that the bill of sale was subject to 
an undisclosed trust, which brought it within the prohibition con- 
tained in sub-section 3 of section 10 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
which provided that ‘‘if the bill of sale is made or given subject to any 
defeasance or condition or declaration of trust not contained in the body 
thereof, such defeasance, condition, or declaration shall be deemed to be 
part of the bill, and shall be written on the same paper or parchment 
therewith before the registration, and shall be truly set forth in the copy 
filed under this Act therewith and as part thereof, otherwise the registra- 
tion shall be void.’’ It was said that there was an agreement at the time 
at which the £290 was paid that £235 should be repaid by the borrower to 
the lender, that being the amount agreed as being due on some previous 
securities given by the borrower to the lender. e first question was, 
Was there a trust? The promise of repayment did not create any trust; 
it created a debt, and if the borrower had become bankrupt after the 
bill of sale had been given, and before the repayment, the lender's only 
remedy would have been to prove in the ba ptcy. That being so, it 
was unnecessary to consider the point whether a trust attaching to the 
money would be a trust relating to the bill of sale within the meaning of 
section 10. His lordship thought that the meaning was that the bill of 
sale must be subject to some trust—that the holder must be subject to 
some trust. The other point was an important one. It was contended 
that it was impossible to have two valid bills of sale, except as against the 
grantor, in respect of the same chattels. That was as ing proposition, 
because, if it were well founded, the facilities for raising money by bills 
of sale would be enormously curtailed. Section 3 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1882, provided that, so far as the two Acts of 1878 and 1882 were 
consistent, they were to be read together, and from the Act of 1878 it 
was obvious that successive bills of sale on the same goods were contem- 
plated, because in section 10 of that Act there was a provision as to their 
priority. Was there any section in the Act of 1882 inconsistent with 
that? Section 5 avoided a bill of sale, except as against the grantor, “in 
respect of any personal chattels specifically described in the schedule 
thereto of which the grantor was not the true owner at the time of the 
execution of the bill of sale.’’ It was contended that, the moment a man 
had given a bill of sale of his gcods, he ceased to be the true owner of 


those gun But, when a man executed a bill of sale of his goods by | comp! 
way of security only, he still had the equity of redemption of the goods. | the complaints appeared 


in any action or suit commenced or brought against any person or persons, 
for doing or causing to be done anything in pursuance of the Act, ‘‘a 
verdict shall be given for the defendant, or the plaintiff shall become non- 
suited, or discontinue his action, then the defendant shall have and recover 
his fall costs, for which he shall have the same remedy as a defendant in 
any case by law hath.’’ Section 10 of the same Act provides that 
penalties for default in delivering copies of books for the use of the 
universities and other libraries may be recovered by action, at the suit of 
the librarian or other officer, in which action, if the plaintiff shall obtain 
a verdict, ‘‘ he shall recover his costs reasonably incurred, to be taxed as 
between attorney and client.” And by section 2 of the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 
97 it is provided ‘‘ that so much of any clause, enactment, or provision in any 
public Act or Acts, not local or personal, whereby it is enacted or provided 
that either double or treble costs, or any other than the usual costs between 
y and party, shall or may be recovered, shall be and the same are 
ereby repealed; provided always that, instead of such costs the 
party or parties heretofore entitled under such last-mentioned 
Acts to such double, treble, or other costs shall receive such full 
and reasonable indemnity as to all costs, charges, and expenses incurred 
in and about any action, suit, or other legal proceeding as shall be taxed 
by the proper officer in that behalf, subject to be reviewed in like manner 
and by the same authority as any other taxation of costs by such officer.” 
The question was, what did the expression ‘‘ full costs’? mean? The tax- 
ing master, in taxing the defendants’ costs, allowed them only party and 
party costs. The defendants contended that they were entitled to costs as 
tween solicitor and client. The taxing master overruled the defendants’ 
objections to his taxation, and North, J., affirmed his decision. 
Tue Covrr (Lryptey and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Lrypiey, 
L.J., said that, if the matter were res nova, there would be a good 
deal in the argument of the ap t’s counsel, that ‘‘ full costs ”’ 
must mean something more than ordi costs. But the term had been 
frequently used in Acts of Parliament prior to the be gm Act, and had 
been interpreted by the courts as meaning party party costs. Irvine 
v. Reddish (5 B. & A. 798) and Jamieson v. Trevelyan (10 Ex. 748) were 
decisions to that effect, and there was no decision to the contrary. The 
term “‘ full costs ’’ had been used in the Copyright Acts from the time of 
Anne. His lordship could not construe the words ‘‘ costs as between 
attorney and client ”’ in section 10 as an interpretation of ‘full costs.’’ 
He thought the point was res judicata, and that the taxing master was right. 
Fry, L.J., was of the same opinion. He thought that Irvine v. Reddish 
shewed that there was a well-established practice in the common law 
courts, and there was no decision to the contrary. He thought that in 
1842 the Legislature used the e ion ‘full costs’ in the sense in 
which it had been already judicially interpreted. The argument which 
had been founded on section 2 of the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 97 assumed that 
* full costs”’ were “‘ other than the usual costs between party and party,” 
whereas it had been determined long ago that they were the same thing. 
—Counset, A. Hopkinson ; A. H. Spokes. Soxrcrrons, Morton, Cutler, § Ce. ; 
Radford & Frankland, 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PEILLON rv. BROOKING—Chitty, J., 27th June. 
ApMinisTRATION—PayMENT Out—Dstay—Costs on THE Hicuer Scate. 
In this case a petition was presented by foreigners domiciled in France 
and Italy for the distribution of a fund in court amounting to considerably 
more than £100,000. It appeared that the fund became distributable on 
the death of a lady adeuiel to aforeigner. She died in March, 1890, and 
the chief clerk's certificate was made on June 15, 1891. The beneficiaries 
were numerous, and all, or nearly all, were foreigners domiciled abroad, 
and many of the shares had been dealt with by marriage settlements and 
otherwise. Some sixty affidavits had been , and nine or ten solicitors 
were engaged in the case. It appeared that complaints had been made as 
to delay. 
Gani, J., said that he had received from two of the foreign embassies 
letters with reference to delay ha occurred in this case. Asa rule a 
i » could not listen to letters to matters pending before him. 
e had, however, directed that the letters should be courteously acknow- 
ledged, although he could pay no more to a letter from a 
foreign embassy than he id to one written by any of her Majesty's 
subjects. He, however, made one exception to the rule as 
ing private communications. He sometimes ackn 
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Why should he not avail himself of that interest for the purpose of | Sometimes the complaints were made. 
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the very persons who wrote complaining of it. Difficulties often arose 
in the course of administration proceedings. No one, unless versed in such 
matters, could form any opinion as to their complication and intricacy, 
In the present instance he had caused careful inquiries to be made as to 
the course and conduct of the proceedings. He had come to the clear 
conclusion thatthey had been conducted with reasonable despatch, and 
he was perfectly satisfied with the solicitors engaged in the proceedings. 
It was unnecessary for him to enter at large into the circumstances. He 
would, however, say that any one conversant with the special cireum- 
stances of the case, the difficulty of procuring the necessary evidence, the 
questions of foreign law which had arisen, and the fact that a very large 
sum of money had to be distributed, would be satisfied that no unreason- 
able delay had occurred. So far as the officers of the court were concerned, 
they had certainly done everything with proper despatch. Where the 
payment out of large sums of money was concerned, it was obvious that 
the greatest care must be taken. His lordship also took the opportunity 
of saying that it had been stated that in the Chancery Division costs were 
usually given on the higher scale. He entirely dissented from that state- 
ment. Speaking for himself, he very rarely gave costs on the higher 
scale. In the present case he refused to give costs on the higher scale. 
He made an order in accordance with the prayer of the petition on 
minutes to be signed by counsel.—Covnset, Byrne, Q.C., and Brinton ; 
Bardswell ; Grosvenor Woods; G. J. Foster Cooke; Vernon R. Smith ; 
Rashleigh ; Macaskie ; Howland Roberts. 


Re CRAWSHAY, WALKER v. CRAWSHAY—North, J., 25th June. 


SerrLEMENT—ConstTRUCTION—COVENANT TO SETTLE AFTER-ACQUIRED PRo- 
PERTY—Lire INTEREST—IORFEITURE ON ATTEMPTED ALIENATION. 


The question in this case was, whether a covenant by a husband in his 
marriage settlement for the settlement of after-acquired property com- 
prised a life interest given to him by a will, with a proviso that it should 
cease on alienation or attempted alienation by him, so as to cause a forfei- 
ture of the life interest. By an agreement made in September, 1881, prior 
to, and in consideration of, the intended marriage, it was provided that, 
after the solemnization of the marnage, a settlement should be executed 
whereby certain specified property of the husband, and ‘‘any further 
moneys and property which C. (the husband) shall receive and be entitled 
to under the will of his mother,’”’ should be conveyed, assigned, and 

unto trustees, upon trust for the wife during her life for her 
separate use, and after her death upon trust for the husband during his 
life, and after his death upon certain trusts for the children of the 
iage. A settlement executed in 1885, in pursuance of the agreement, 
contained a covenant by the husband for the settlement of any property 
which should come to him under the will of his mother. The mother died 
in 1889. By her will, made in January, 1885, she appointed that a sum of 
£15,000 should be held upon trust that the trustees or trustee should, sub- 
ject to a proviso thereinafter contained, pay the income thereof to C. 
during his life, and after his death upon certain trusts for the benefit of 
his children. There was a proviso that if C. should at any time or times 
assign, charge, or otherwise dispose of in the way of anticipation the 
annual income thereinbefore directed to be paid to him during his life, or 
any part thereof, or by any deed or writing attempt to do so, &c., his life 
interest should cease as if he were dead, the subsequent trusts therein de- 
clared of the principal sum of £15,000 being accelerated. 

Nortu, J., held that there had not been a forfeiture of the life interest. 
He said that, assuming that the agreement comprised any life interests, he 
was of opinion that it did not extend to an interest which was. in effect, 
made inalienable. The object of the agreement was to secure for the persons 
who were intended to receive a benefit by the settlement something which, 
but for it, they would not have taken at all. It was not intended to 
destroy an interest of the husband when the wife and children would 
derive no benefit from that interest under the settlement. His lordship 
came to, this conclusion on principle, but he was glad to find that Chitty, 
J., had adopted the same view in Re Ailnutt (22 Ch. D, 275). The object 
of the forfeiture clause was, not to forfeit the income in a particular event, 
but to secure that it should be received by the person whom the testatrix 
intended to be the recipient of it, and to prevent its being taken by any 
outsider. In other words, the object was to make the life interest inalien- 
able. In his lordship’s opinion the agreement did not apply to it, and 
there had been no forfeiture.—Counse., G. Murray ; Bramwell Drvis; R. 
Winslow. Soutcrrors, A. Rk. & H. Steele. 


COCKSEDGE +. METROPOLITAN COAL CONSUMERS ASSOCIATION (LIM.) 
—Kekewich, J., 26th June. 
Practice—Pieapincs—Company—Rescisston AND REcTIFICATION or REGIs- 
Tek, ACTION roR—PResEeNTATION or WINDING-vUP PetiTIoN—AMENDMENT 
or SraTeMENT ov CLAm™ By ADDING New Grounp ror Retrerp—WInpiInG 

-uP OrpeEr. 


_ On the 11th of February, 1889, the plaintiff, on the faith of a prospectus 
issued by the defendants on the 7th of February, 1889, applied for shares in 
the defendant company, and on the 17th of February, 1889, the same were 
allottedtohim. Onthe 18th of April, 1889, the plaintiff issued the writ in this 
action claiming rescission and rectification of the register, and on the 8th 
of August, 1889, he delivered his statement of claim, in which he alleged 
that he was induced to take the said shares by misrepresentations contained 
in the said tus, and by the suppression of material facts. On the 
13th of November, 1889, a petition was presented for winding u 

the company. On the 23rd of December, 1889, the plaintiff amended his 
statement of claim by adding an allegation that the allotment of the said 
shares was invalid, inasmuch as it was made by persons not duly appointed 
and not having the powers of directors. On the 20th of January, 1890, 


an order for winding up the company was made. The question now 
raised, as a point of law for the decision of the court, was whether, 
having regard to the winding-up order, the plaintiff, as to the matters 
a the first time in his amended statement of claim, was entitled 
to relief. 


Kexewicnu, J., said that it was now settled, according to Oakes v. Tur- 
quand (L. R. 2 H. L. 325) and other cases, that a contributory could not, 
after a winding-up order, when the rights of creditors had intervened, 
assert by legal proceedings a title to be relieved from his liability 
on the ground of misrepresentation, and it was also settled by the 
same autherities that if he had commenced proceedings before the 
commencement of the winding up—in this case before the presentation of 
the petition—he was entitled to relief. The grounds on which he could 
obtain relief were those grounds which he had put forward before the 
commencement of the winding up and had persisted in to the end. If it 
were not so, the rights of creditors which were protected against the claims 
of persons who bethink themselves of their rights after the commence- 
ment of the winding up, would not be protected against persons who 
really had not discovered their rights at all up to that date. The plaintiff 
was here attempting to introduce an entirely new ground for relief. He 
was not entitled to any relief in respect thereof.—CovunseL, Marten, Q.C., 
and Ashton Cross; Warmington, Q.C., and H. Terrell. Sottcrrors, Edward 
Lawvance Boyer ; Lumley §& Lumley. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


BOARD OF WORKS FOR THE PLUMSTEAD DISTRICT ». THE ECCLE- 
SIASTICAL COMMISSIONERS FOR ENGLAND—10th June. 


Merroporis Manacement Acts—New Street—Lianiuity To ExPENseE oF 
Pavinc —Owners or Lanp—EcciesrasticaL Commissioners — LAnp 
GRANTED For Site or Cuurch—Parr Lert Unconsecratep>—Cuvurcu 
Burtpinc Acts, 58 Geo. 3, c. 45, s. 33; 3 Geo. 4, c. 72, 8. 3; 48 & 
9 Vicr. c. 70, s. 13. 

This was a special case stated under order 34 in order to determine the 
liability of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners to pay an apportioned part of 
the expense of paving a new street under the Metropolis Local Manage- 
ment Acts, 1855 and 1862, in respect of a piece of land which had been 
conveyed to the commissioners for the purposes of the Church Puilding 
Acts, but which had not been used for the erection of the church. Bya 
deed of conveyance, dated the 18th of October, 1886, a piece of land at 
Lee was conveyed to the defendants and their successors for the purposes 
of the Church Building Acts, and to be appropriated as and for a site for 
a then intended new church with surrounding yard and enclosure thereto. 
A church was built on the land, and the building, together with the land 
immediately surrounding it, was consecrated by the bishop of the diocese. 
The portion of the land in respect of which these expenses were claimed 
was left unconsecrated, and remained vested in the defendants unless the 
consecration of the building and the other portion of the land had divested 
them of the same. The two portions were separated by a wire fence. 
Section 250 of the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855, defines 
‘* owner ’’ as meaning ‘‘ the person for the time being receiving the rack 
rent of the lands or premises in connection with which the said word is 
used, whether on his own account or as agent or trustee for any other 
person, or who would so receive the same if such lands or premises were let 
at a rack rent.’”” The Church Building Act, 58 Geo. 3, c. 45, s. 33, 
provides that ‘‘it shall be lawful for the said commissioners ”’ (i.c., the 
commissioners under that Act who have been succeeded by the Ecclesias- 
tical Commissioners) to accept and take . any lands, tenements, 
and hereditaments proper for sites of additional churches or chapels not 
exceeding in quantity in any one place what may be sufficient for building 
of a church or chapel, providing a churchyard, and making a proper and 
sufficient access or approach thereto, from any persons willing to give the 
same.” Section 51 empowers the commissioners to resell such 
lands or such parts thereof as shall not be wanted for the 
purposes of the Act. The Church Building Act, 8 & 9 Vict. c. 70, s. 13, 
provides ‘‘ that in all cases the freehold of the site of every church of which 
her Majesty’s said commissioners may have accepted, or shall accept, a 
conveyance under the provisions of the hereinbefore recited Acts, or any of 
them (as to any church not yet consecrated when the same shall be conse- 
crated), shall vest in the incumbent for the time being of such church.”’ 
On behalf of the board of works it was argued that the commissioners had 
the ordinary rights of owners with respect to the unconsecrated land, and 
must be considered to be owners within the meaning of the Metropolis 
Local Management Acts. That land had not vested in the incumbent, for the 
word ‘site’? meant the ground on which the church actually stood, with a 
few feet surrounding it. Bowditch v. The Wakefield Local Board (L. R. 6 
Q. B. 567, 19 W. R. Dig. 66) and Wright v. Ingle (34 W. R. 220, 16 
Q. B. D. 379) were cited. On the other side the contenfion was that the 
commissioners were not the owners at all, the land in question having 
vested in the incumbent as part of the ‘‘site,’’ under 8 & 9 Vict. c. 70, 
s. 13. 


Denman, J.—As far as one cau be certain of any point which turns on 
the construction of such inartificially drawn Acts as the Church Building 
Acts, it is clear to me that the commissioners aie not liable to the charges 
which it is sought to impose upon them; and that they are not liable, not 
because of the particular character of the land, and of the meaning of owner 
ship within the Metropolis Local Management Acts, but because they are 
not owners in any sense. The origin of the ——a which the plain- 
tiffs rely is to be found in 58 Geo. 3, c. 45, 8. 33. lordship read the 





section, and continued :—] In the present case a nobleman who had land 
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conveyed it to the commissioners for the purposes of the Church 
Building Acts. The defendants contend that all the land so conveyed 
was a ‘‘site’’ fora church, and that the effect of the later Act (8 & 9 
Vict. c. 70) was to vest it in the incumbent. There are difficulties 
in the way of this view, but not, in my opinion, difficulties so 
t as thcse which are involved in the contrary view. The 
enactment which has created the greatest difficulty in my mind is 3 
Geo. 4, c. 72, s. 34, which empowers the commissioners, where they have 
determined not to apply the land for the purposes of the Acts, to convey it 
to other persons. It seems strange that the commissioners should have 
power to vest the land in another if it is not at the time vested in them. 
But that difficulty is cleared away by the consideration that when the 
land has been granted to the commissioners they are to have the power of 
vesting it in someone else ; but when the land becomes vested in someone 
else the power in the commissioners to vest under section 34 ceases. 8 & 
9 Vict. c. 70, s. 13, was relied on to shew that here the land was vested in 
someone else. That is an enactment as to “the freehold of the site of 
every church ’’ which has been -conveyed to the commissioners for the 
purposes of the Acts. Inthe present case the commissioners have accepted 
the conveyance of a piece of land for those purposes, and ‘‘ the freehold of 
the site’’ means the site which was conveyed for building a church, not 
merely the land enclosed within the four walls of the actual building. 
Here a portion only of the land was consecrated. I do not think that 
that fact prevents its being part of the site of a church within the Acts, 
and I think that any other construction would lead to great difficulties 
and anomalies. It follows that the whole of the land given and accepted 
as the site of a church vested in the incumbent upon the consecration, and 
that the commissioners were thereupon divested. I do not wish to say 
anything which might prevent the incumbent from raising the whole question 
if an attempt be made to rate him ; our judgment is confined to the one 
point. Writs, J.—I am of the same opinion. The framers of the first Act (58 
Geo. 3, c. 45) do not seem to have contemplated that the area of the site 
might not be co-extensive with the consecrated area. It was not long 
before that point was noticed, for the Act of the following year (59 Geo. 3, 
c. 134, s. 3) provides that in certain events the unconsecrated portion 
should vest in the Crown. Then the Act 3 Geo. 4, c. 72, recognizes in 
section 34 that there may be land conveyed to the commissioners and not 
actually used for ecclesiastical purposes ; this they are authorized to con- 
vey to other persons. 8 & 9 Vict. c. 70, s. 13, completed the scheme 
and vested the site upon consecration in the incumbent. The only ques- 
tion is whether ‘“‘ site ’’ in that section is used in the same sense in which 
it is used in the initial Act— whether it means all the land conveyed or 
the consecrated portion only. This is an amending Act, and must prevail 
if it be inconsistent with the earlier Act ; but I do not think it is incon- 
sistent. I see no reason why the ‘“‘ freehold of the site’’ should be cut 
down to the narrow meaning which it was sought by the plaintiff to 
attribute to it. It is more consistent with the whole scheme that the site 
in this section should mean the whole of the land which has been accepted 
by the commissioners as a site forachurch. This land, therefore, is not 
now vested in the commissioners. Judgment for the defendants.— 
Covunset, Channell, Q.C., and H. A. Forman; Meadows White, Q.C., and 
T. T. Payne. Soxtcrrors, George Whale ; White, Borrett, § Co. 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte LLOYD, Re JONES—Q. B. Div., 22nd June. 


BANKRUPTCY—APPLICATION TO SET ASIDE ‘‘SaALARY oR INcoME’?—WAGES 
or Workinc Man—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 53, sus-sEcrIon (2). 


This was an appeal from a decision of the county court judge at Wrex- 
ham, by which he refused to make an order upon the bankrupt to set aside 
a certain portion of his wages towards payment of his debts. Both the 
bankrupt and the appellant were workmen in the employ of the Plas 
Power Colliery Co., and in October, 1890, an action was brought by the 
appellant against the bankrupt for damages in respect of the loss of his 
eye, which had been injured by a stone thrown by the bankrupt. Judg- 
ment was given in the action in favour of the plaintiff for £50 damages, 
and costs, and a judgment summons was subsequently issued in 
respect of this sum against the defendant. On the same day 
the debtor presented his petition, and a receiving order was 
made, upon which he was adjudicated bankrupt. Application 
was afterwards made in the county court by the official receiver, as 
trustee in the bankruptcy, under section 53, sub-section (2), of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for an order upon the bankrupt to set aside out 
of his wages, which it was alleged averaged from 25s. to 30s. a week, a 
certain sum towards payment of his debts, but the county court judge 
refused to make any order. The creditor, as a person aggrieved by this 
decision, now > age oe Section 53, sub-section (1), of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, provides for the appropriation of a portion of the pay or po tad 
of an officer of the army or navy, or clerk in the civil service. Sub-section 
(2) provides that ‘‘where a bankrupt is in the receipt of a salary or 
income other than as aforesaid, or is entitled to any half-pay or pension, 
or to any open granted by the Treasury, the court, on the 
application of the trustee, shall from time to time make such order as it 
thinks just for the payment of the salary, income, half-pay, pension, or 
compensation, or of any part thereof, to the trustee to be applied by him 
in such manner as the court may direct.’’ 


Tue Court (Cave and Cuances, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Cavs, J., 


said that the words ‘salary or income” had received interpretation not 


W. R. 242, 14 Q. B. D. 301), which was the case of a bone-setter, and in 
which it was held that, although he was in receipt of very large sums of 
money, amounting to some £1,000 a year, yet, inasmuch as he was not entitled 
to receive those sums with reference to a year or part of a year, but only 
in respect of the amount of work he did, therefore it was not salary or in- 
come or anything ¢jusdem generis with the salary or income in section 53 
It was impossible to draw a distinction between such a case as that and 
the case of a working collier. If the man worked pees he might get 
from 25s. to 30s. a week. If he did not go to work he got nothing. It 
was for the Legislature to alter the law if it was deemed necessary. The 
court was bound to adopt the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Huttoh, and on that it was impossible to say that the wages of a working 
man were salary or income within the meaning of section 53. CxHartes, 
J, concurred.—Covunset, F. C. Willis; H. Lloyd. Soxtcrrors, Hamlin, 
oa, § Hamlin, for Cartwright, Chester; Rooke § Sons, for Wynn Evans, 
Wrexham. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
ANNIVERSARY Festiva, 

The President of the Incorporated Law Society (Mr. Robert Cunliffe) 
took the chair on Friday evening, the 26th ult., at the thirty-first anni- 
versary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, Mr. Gray Hill, 
who was announced to preside, not having returned from abroad, where he 
has been detained owing to an accident to his wife. The festival was held 
at the Albion, among the company present being :—The Hon. Mr. Justice 
Wills, Mr. A. Staveley Hill, Q.C., M.P., Mr. G. W. Hemming, Q.C., Mr 
T. H. Stephens (Cardiff), chairman of board of directors, Mr. W. Melmoth 
Walters, vice-president Incorporated Law Society U.K., Mr. T. G. Gibson, 
president Newcastle-on-Tyne Law Society, Mr. J. F. Milne, president 
Manchester Law Society, Mr. C. R. Hancock, president Bristol Law 
Society, and Messrs. Bernard Abrahams, John Atkinson (Newcastle- 
on-Tyne), N. H. Boyns, C. J. Blagg (Cheadle), Wm. Frank Blandy 
(Reading), G. H. Bower, George Churcher (Gosport), H. Morten 
Cotton, A. J. Collins, Grantham R. Dodd, R. Ellis Cunliffe, R. W, 
Dibdin, Samuel Day, H. C. J. Groves, M. Gwynne-Griffith, J. Guedalla, 
W. H. Guest (Manchester), A. G. Harris (Leicester), F. W. Harris, B. F. 
Hawksley, John Hunter, Grinham Keen, C. B. Margetts (Huntingdon), 
R. Pennington, Richard Pidcock, R. G. Pidcock, T. J. Pitfield, T. Skewes- 
Cox, Sidney Smith, A. F. W. Stephens (Chatham), J. E. Stephenson, Edwin 
T. Tadman, John Tarry, R. W. Tweedie, F. Vaughan, G. Brash Wheeler, 
Harry Woodward, and F. T. Woolbert. 

The Cuarrman, who on rising was received with loud cheers, proposed 
the health of ‘‘ The Queen,”’ observing that we all loved her for her many 
excellent womanly qualities and the sympathy she exhibited with her sub- 
jects, be they high or low, rich or poor. He then gave the toast of “‘ The 
Prince and Princess of Wales and the other Members of the Royal Family,”’ 
asserting that all the members of the Royal Family had been untiring in 
their efforts to perform the high duties of their station. They were all 
bound to admit this; not to admit it would be ungracious. 

Mr. Joun Hunter (deputy-chairman of the board of management) sub- 
mitted the health of ‘‘ The Houses of Parliament.’”’ He observed that the 
physical and mental health of the Houses of Parliament was a matter of 
great interest to all of them, for they came into contact with the result of 
their legislation every day of their lives. Next week, he understood, the 
House of Commons was going to consider whether or not one half of the 
public was going to pay the fees for the education of the other half from 
the mature age of five or from the early age of three. A week or two ago 
the House was discussing whether children should be allowed to work at 
ten years of age or to continue their education until they were eleven, so that 
he was justified in saying that from the of his or her career 
everyone felt the effect of what was done in the Legislature. In addition, 
they, as a body of practising lawyers, were more interested, perhaps, in the 
work of the Legislature than was anyone else. It was just possible, thou 
he did not think it very probable, that a Parliamentary draftsman might 
rhaps draw a clause of a Bill in terms which it would be impossible for a 
yman or a judge to misunderstand. When the draft of a Bill had gone 
through a committee of the House of Commons, and had two lines struck 
out of clause 1, and three lines added to clause 2, and tinkered generally 
from end to end, first in the House of Commons and next in the House of 
Lords, they might feel pretty sure that when it became an Act, and sup- 
posing it to touch the interests of mankind, it would afford occupation for 
the judges and, possibly, profitable occupation to the two branches of the 
profession. In the north of e understood it was the custom 
among lawyers to drink the health of the testators who made their own 
wills, and in that sense he recom the toast. 
Mr. A. Sraverey Hit, D.C.L., Q.C., M.P., returned thanks, observing 
that the time might come when it be thought desirable that the 
House of Lords should be selected on t lines from the practice at 
resent in vogue, but as long as a second Chamber remained for the pro- 
tion of the interests of the realm, the great object must always be to 
make it as strong as _ against all attempts to subvert it. With 
regard to the House of Commons the of their making of laws had 
been continuing for some time, and he was afraid the time for taking 
bate with regard to these laws was ap hing. The House of Commons 
fad completed its fifth year, and it not expect to go on for more 
than a year longer, and the present House would pass into history. Sin- 





only in the case of Ex parte Brindley, Re Brindley (35 W. R. 596), which 
hed toon cited, byt also in the case of Ex parte Benwell, Re Hutton (33 





any Sead o sat on the Government side of the House, he —— 
that history might consider favourably the work done by it. No doubt 4 
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deal of their time had been taken up with measures of something less 
an imperial character. No doubt a great deal of the time of the 
House had been consumed in the consideration of matters which might 
well have been relegated to another tribunal, but he looked forward, as 
many did, to the time when the House of Commons should be greater than 
it is at present. The nation consisted, not only of Great Britain and Ireland, 
but of the great colonies and dependencies across the seas. Now that the 
difficulty of distance had been overcome, he hoped the time was approach- 
-ing when we might have, not a House of Commons representing simply the 
le of England and Ireland, sitting at Westminster, but a real national 
ent, representing the Colonies and India—a Parliament which 

should give law and civilization to the world. 

The Cuatrman gave the toast ‘‘ The Bench and the Bar.’’ He vbdserved 
that we were fortunate in this country in having for our judges men of 
,eminence, learned in the law, of proved integrity, perfectly fearless in the 
discharge of their duties, and absolutely incorruptible. He ventured to 
say they were a body of men snch as would not be found in any other 
country, and those present, knowing their high qualities, felt towards 
them a deep debt of gratitude for the way in which they protected and 
ee the rights and liberties of their fellow subjects and otherwise 
discharged the duties of their high office. They were honoured with the 
presence to-night among them of one of her Majesty’s judges, learned in 
the law, who was universaliy beloved for his unvarying courtesy, and who 
had given pleasure to thousands in days gone by by the charming relation 
of his wanderings in that remarkable country. in which he had spent so 
many of his long vacations. It was always a pleasure to have among them 
Mr. Justice Wills, whose name he would venture to connect with the toast 
of the bench. The bar was composed of a body of men who also were 
learned in the law, and they were perfectly fearless in the discharge of 
their duty to their clients. There was hardly a man among them belong- 
ing to the solicitors branch of the profession who had not in his time 
‘received good advice and help from a member of the Bar. He sincerely 
trusted that no attempt might ever be made to do away with the bar of 
England. Attention had been called to the question of the fusion of the 
two ranks of the legal profession. He was not going to trouble them with 
any arguments in opposition to that question of fusion, but he might simply 
express his own personal hope that the bar of England might be allowed 
to remain as it had been heretofore—a separate and distinct organization 
in all its rights, privileges, and associations. He thought we did not in 
these calm days sufficiently estimate the benefits the country had received 
from the bar of England in days happily now passed away, when the 
power of the Crown was greater, and when the judges of the land were to 
some extent under the influence of that power. He ventured to hope that 
the bar of England might remain a separate and distinct organization. 
They had among them this evening Mr. Hemming, with whose name he 
would venture to associate the toast on behalf of the bar. 

The toast was drunk with great cordiality, many of the guests rising to 
their feet. 

Mr. Justice Wit1s, who was received with long continued cheering, said 
the very kind reception of the toast was extremely gratifying to him as an 
indication that the body to whom he had the honour to belong was not 
altogether unpopular amongst those who knew best their weakness and 
their strength. For himself, he was indeed glad to acknowledge here that 
which he never forgot, that it was to the kind appreciation of, at all events, 
certain industries with which he might fairly credit himself throughout his 
life « d the members of the solicitor branch of the profession, it was to that 

inly he owed the fact that he occupied the position he did as one of 
her Majesty's judges. As far as he himself was concerned, it was a case 
of gratified and satisfied ambition, he wished for nothing better, he could 
imagine nothing which would be more completely to his taste, and 
nothing that he would be willing to change ; they might then well believe 
that he felt some sense, and a heavy sense, of gratitude to those who 
had helped to place him where he was. They had been good enough 
to indorse the chairman’s statement that the body to which he belonged 
was incorruptible. They would allow him to say, perhaps, that it was not 
always because the opportunities for corruption did not exist, because, 
although of course he could not tell what might be the case with his 
brethren, he himself was a judge to whom a bribe had been offered. He 
was at Manchester once when he received a letter from a Scotch hawker, 
one Mr, John Forbes, addressed ‘‘ to the judge of the court at Strange- 
ways,’’ and it was delivered at the judge’s lodgings, and was handed to 
him. And it contained, in eight es of note paper, a very admirable 
statement of a quarrel that he had with his sister which was coming 
on shortly for trial, in which he explained how deeply wronged he was and 
how very much he expected from the judge who was going to try the case, 
and he said, ‘‘ Now, Sir, when you have given judgment for the defendant,”’ 
who was himself, “‘ with costs, if there is any small article of value you 
would like to receive, and feel that you could comfortably accept, say so, 
and it shall be sent, and if not there is no harm done.’’ Mr. John Forbes 
wound up with a paragraph that shewed him (Mr. Justice Wills) that his 
case was not going to be tried before him, but before the judge of the 
Salford Hundred Court, and he thought for a moment what he should do. 
He did not like altogether that even John Forbes should suppose that 
that was quite the right thing to do, so he addressed a sharp letter to him 
in which he said Mr. Justice Wills had received his letter, that he was not 
the judge who was going to try his case, therefore it was of comparatively 
little consequence, but that he had committed a very serious offence, and 
that if he (Mr. Justice Wills) had not attributed it to ignorance he would 
have taken some serious steps. He would like to remark how effectual 
the rebuke of a judge —— a. He received a letter in return with 
an apology, grovelling, absolutely grovelling, in its humility, and after 
et completely satisfied any sense of offended dignity, it el 3a 
wi now, Sir, will you be good enough to tell me who is the judge?” 





Whether his learned friend who was the judge of the Salford Hundred 
Court heard from him, and in what sense, he knew not. So they saw that 
the opportunities were not altogether wanting. He would like, before 
sitting down, to give expression to a word of satisfaction at seeing Mr. 
Cunliffe in the chair, with a word of regret, in which he knew that the 
chairman would share, that an old friend of his who was expected to pre- 
side was not among them. He had known Mr. Gray Hill when he was a 
fair-haired boy of ten. From his grandfather and from his father he (Mr. 
Justice Wills) had received kindnesses when he was a young man which 
he could never forget, and of which he could never speak in sufficiently 
grateful terms; his uncle, the Recorder of Birmingham, had been his (Mr. 
Justice Wills) father’s early and lifelong friend, and from that Recorder 
of Birmingham he had received some of the best lessons of his life. He 
was, he thought, almost without question the best criminal judge he had 
ever known, and to this da; he had tried to remember the example which 
he had set him, and to put in force things which he had admired in him— 
absolute disregard of mere forms, his determination to make substance 
paramount, and to make trifles of everything else, and to do justice and 
mercy at once to the poor people before him. And it was his nephew who 
had been kind enough to invite him (Mr. Justice Wills) to come there that 
night. He regretted to learn that it was an accident to his amiable and 
excellent and most able wife, a fall from her horse, that had prevented his 
being there, and all would feel with him that, glad as they were to see Mr. 
Cunliffe presiding, and delightful as he had made their evening, they were 
sorry that Mr. Gray Hill was not amongst them. 

Mr. G. W. Hemine, Q.C., in returning thanks for the bar, observed 
that it was a maxim of the profession, If you can get a judge to do your 
work for you, don’t do it yourself; and he was exactly in that position 
now, for there was but little left for him to say. The chairman had 
expressed his desire that the two branches of the profession should be kept 
separate, and he (Mr. Hemming) thought it was quite as well, before they 
became united so closely as some people desired, that they should continue 
their courtship a little longer. He would be a little sorry if the present 
relations which existed between the two branches of the profession were 
brought to an end by a closer and perhaps a harder union. 

Mr. C. J. Buace gave the health of the Incorporated Law Society, and 
the other law societies of England and Wales. He was sure they would 
agree that the Incorporated Law Society deserved well of the legal pro- 
fession at large. It-+had been to him a t pleasure and satisfaction to 
see how, of late years, the Legislature had intrusted the Incorporated Law 
Society with much larger powers than had been the case formerly. He 
believed that was a proof at once that the Law Society had exercised well 
those powers which it had previously possessed, and he was quite sure, as 
far as his experience went, that it would exercise well those further 
privileges which the Legislature, in its wisdom, had given them. There 
was no doubt that the Law Society was subject to criticism like every 
other person and institution in the kingdom. Criticism was good for us 
all, and he did not think it had ever done the Law Society harm. But 
this was not the occasion to indulge in criticism. He had always met with 
the greatest courtesy in all his relations with the society. He was happy 
to say they had never had any hostile proceedings to take against him, 
and he had never had any hostile proceedings to take against them, and he 
ventured to hope that that happy state of things would continue to the 
end. There was no doubt the society was to a certain extent a trades 
union, but he thought they differed from most trades unions in this, that 
they did not know much about strikes ; they had not had much experience 
of lock-outs, and he did not think they needed a large army of pickets. 
He was not sure that their trades union had raised their wages or 
shortened their hours, but he thought it had done better in that it had 
been actuated by what he might venture to call unselfish, and not ignoble, 
objects, and he believed it had succeeded in attaining the object of its 
existence, which he took to be the improvement of the status and the 
prestige and the position of the solicitor branch of the law. He was now 
getting rather a venerable solicitor, and for many years he had taken 
great interest in the affairs of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, but 
he was sorry to say, although he had made all the efforts he could to get 
new subscribers and enlist sympathy and interest in it in his neighbour- 
hood, he could not say he had met with that success which he thought the 
association merited. Just to give an instance in connection with the 
present anniversary festival, he had written no less than eighteen letters 
personally to friends who he thought could well afford to subscribe to it, 
and he had only got two subscribers. He was sorry to say that one 
gentleman had written to him that he was — to find that a man 
of his sense could wish to enlist sympathy on behalf of a society which 
could only bolster up the black sheep of an already overstocked profession. 
He (Mr. Blagg) knew that when an ingenious gentleman had to find out 
reasons for saving his own pocket it was not much use to argue with him, 
so he had not answered his letter, but he had never heard worse reasonin 
in his life; because no one could think that any future black sheep coul 
be diverted from entering the profession because there was no Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and he could hardly think any gentleman 
entering the profession made a calculation so fine as to think the day 
would come when he would be glad to be bolstered up by it. No, he 
wished he could see that esprit de corps general among the profession which 
he knew was universal among those he was addressing, and he wished 
that those to whom Providence had been kind in their battle of life would 
do their utmost to support the association, to make it known amon 
their friends, and so to do useful work and to add useful strength to the 
sinews of this very excellent association. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watrens (vice-president of the Incorporated Law 
Society) returned thanks for the Incorporated Law Society, observing that 
it was a great society numbering 6,500 members, and much ht be done 
by a number of euibeniel together in the same interests, and the object of 
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the society had been, not merely their own professed advancement, not 
merely a system of trades unionism, such as had been hinted at, but the 
general benefit of the public, and, in the first instance, of their own 
clients, because they had come to the conclusion that the most enlightened 
policy was the best, ard that if they did their best for the interests of 
their clients they would be doing the best for their own interests. He was 
not speaking merely in generalities. He had in mind the result of the 
legislation brought about by the late Lord Cairns, which had been most 
successful, most beneficial in the interests of clients, and most desirable 
and beneficial to solicitors in that it lightened their labours and reduced 
the redundancy and length of their drafts. In connection with the toast 
he might say that the Incorporated Law Society looked upon the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association as in the light of a hter of the society. It 
was true that some of the country societies had nobly come forward at 
intervals and had made large donations to solicitors, and the Incorporated 
Law Society had never done that. Why? Because they had felt that charity 
was quite inconsistent with the other objects of the society, and there- 
fore the daughter society had been established. That the charity had always 
been on the mind of the society might be shewn from its earlier records. 
The society was really a revival of an old society which had existed as far 
back as the year 1739, the records of which he had been permitted to look 
at quite recently. He had found there that questions of charity to 
decayed solicitors had been brought before the society, and that private 
whips were made among the members for their relief. Relief was now 
given on an organized scale by the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, 
and he hoped it would be supported as it deserved. The Incorporated 
Law Society was, like the little cherub which sits up aloft of Dibden, 
taking care of the life of poor Jack below. While Jack was prosperous and 
was doing his work the society watched over his interests, took care they 
should not be infringed, backed him up in his fights against injustice 
and oppression, and assisted him to keep the status in which poor Jack, if 
he might say so, now existed. But when poor Jack comes to grief, it was 
then that the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association held out a helping hand, 
and it was not the black sheep that had been spoken of who were kept 
afloat, and he thought that would be the opinion of everyone who had served 
upon the committee of the association. The greatest pains were taken to 
investigate the bona fides and the merits of every case, and no case was 
relieved which the committee were not satisfied was genuine and deserving 
of assistance. The mere fact that a man was poor was not accepted as a 
reason why relief should be given. The association did not number nearly 
80 many members as ought to be the case. The parent society could 
boast of 6,500 members, the association had only 2,300; but it should be 
remembered that the society had been existing for sixty-six years in its 
renewed state. If he went back to the original formation of the society 
it wculd be something like 166 years. The association was young—but 
thirty-three years of age. When it arrived at the mature age of the 
society, who knew what it might do? But the members should lose no 
opportunity of pressing on every member of the society the necessity of 
supporting the association. Mr. Blagg had spoken of receiving only two 
answers to eighteen letters on behalf of the association. He (Mr. Walters) 
was not despairing with such a result. Two out of eighteen was more 
than ten per cent. ; and if they received a favourable answer to ten per 
cent. of the applications made with reference to the festival they would 
accumulate a much larger membership. Might he take up a point which 
had been referred to by one of the pre. oi ? The Incorporated Law Society 
had had criticisms passed upon them sometimes, and its position provoked 
criticism. A large society such as this, managed by a council in which 
there must be divergent voices, was very greatly open to criticism, and it 
had the disadvantage that it could not enter into the lists to defend itself. 
Its position was like that of her Majesty’s judges. If they were attacked 
in the columns of the newspaper press they could not write in answer. 
The society had often to submit to criticism which the members of the 
council felt to be unjust and undeserved, and in this connection he might 
refer to a criticism which had lately appeared. It did not answer for the 
council to publish to the world exactly all the motives which led them to 
adopt a certain course. But they might depend uponit that there was no 
impoagtant question affecting the profession but was carefully considered at 
the table of the council, and round that table were men of the highest 
eminence in the profession to which he had the honour to belong, and he 
wanted to assure them that every question brought before them was care- 
fully considered, and that they did the best according to their judgment, 
and in that judgment every member did not always agree. The questions 
connected with the society were questions which must be decided by 
majorities, like every other question, and as a rule there is very little scope 
for differences of opinion. As a rule they worked weil together, and 
solicitors might be quite sure that no decision was come to without full 
discussion. He thanked them for the members of the Incorporated Law 
Society, which claimed, as he said, to be the mother of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and which would always feel the deepest interest 
in the welfare of her daughter. 

Mr. T. G. Ginson (president of the Newcastle Law Society), in the un- 
avoidable absence of Col. Hughes, M.P. (president of the Kent Law 
Society) responded on behalf of the provincial law societies. He said that, 
having been honorary secretary of the Newcastle Society for upwards of 
twenty years, he had had a great deal of information before him as to the 
Opinions of the law societies throughout the country generally, and the 
general feeling was one of satisfaction that the Incorporated Law Society 
shewed a wish to further their action in every way. He was quite sure 
of this, in no case were the country societies more anxious to eae 
with the Incorporated Law Society and the general body of citors 
throughout the oer ol than in furthering the objects of the association 


on whose behalf they were met. Those objects appealed very strongly to 
the feelings of the country solicitors, and he was ST eenaliy aie to testify 


to the great use which the society had been in a number of very urgent 
and pressing cases. 

The Cuarrman proposed the toast of the evening ‘‘ The Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity continue to attend it.”” He 
said : I thought when I came here to-night that this was my toast, but. 
my friend Mr. Blagg, and my friend Mr. Walters, and my friend Mr. 
Gibson have all had something to say about it, and Iam not quite sure 
whether there is anything left forme to say at all. But as I had got 
something on —— about the society you will bear with me 
when I say it. You all of you wish well to the association. If you did 
not you would not be here to-night, and although I have been a member 
of the association for now nearly twenty years, many of you know much 
more about it than I do, because it is only during the present year that I 
have had an opportunity of knowing more about the working and internal 
arrangements of the association than I could previously gather from the 
annual reports circulated among the members of the association. You 
know that the objects of the society are to relieve all poor and necessitous 
solicitors and prootors in England and Wales, and their wives, widows, 
and families. These are most praiseworthy objects, and I would that 
the solicitors throughout the country generally would more particularly 
esteem the benefits which this society affords. There is no erty 
I believe so difficult to bear as that which is called genteel poverty, and it 
is that precise description of poverty which this society les to relieve, 
and does relieve when occasion arises. I have heard it stated, with what 
accuracy I know not, that if the yearly professional income of every 
solicitor in England and Wales were lumped together, and then divided 
amongst all the solicitors, there would be scarcely more than £300 each 
man. I am told this is the case, and, if so, some solicitors must have an 
income of very much less than £300 a year, and inasmuch as a solicitor 
must keep up some kind of appearance it is not surprising that many of 
them leave their wives and families absolutely unprovided for, and it is 
precisely in these instances where the poor widow has lost her husband by 
death, and also the income derived from his exertions, when, dazed and 
staggered by the loss she has sustained, she hardly knows what to do ; it is 
then that this association steps in, and with its timely relief enables her to 
look about her until such time as she can devise some means for the support 
of herself and family. There are also, in addition, temporary grants 
which are made to impecunious persons connected with the profession of 
the law who do not receive what I oe ee relief at the hands 
of this association. That relief is i from the income of the 
securities purchased with the legacy left to the association by the late Miss 
Ellen Reardon, with the fund collected in the Jubilee year, and with the 
stocks bought with the munificent gifts received from Mr. John Hollams, 
which amounted during the last three years to £2,000. Mr. Scott, our 
invaluable secretary, has furnished me with many statistics relating to the 
association ; its origin, rise, and progress. I am not going to trouble you 
with them to-night. They have been published year by yearin the reports 
which are sent out to all the members, but I must tell you that whereas in 
1870 the amount of relief granted was £755, in 1880 it amounted to £2,283, 
and in 1890 to £3,721. The annual income of the association derived from 
the return of its investments is about £1,700, and the difference between 
that sum and the amount expended has to be derived from subscriptions 
and donations, and as we cannot go on year by year begging from 
those who have liberally contributed to the funds, the directors 
desire that we may be able to secure more members, more annual 
subscribers, in order that the funds may be permanently increased, 
that we may know what we are dealing with, and not have to 
come year after year asking people to subscribe at these festivals. Mr. 
Blagg wrote eighteen letters, and I am much obliged to him for doing so, 
and he got two answers. It is only three weeks since, owing to a telegram 
received from Mr. Gray Hill, who, I am to say, is well on his way to 
England, and will be here on gry te er not quite three weeks ago 
that my co-directors asked me, as ident of the Inco: ted Law 
Society, to take the chair on this occasion. I was rather about it, 
and wanted Mr. Stephens, of Cardiff, to take it, but he was still more 
modest and would not. Then I wanted Mr. Hunter, but he was still more 
modest and would not. So it seemed my duty as President of the Incor- 

rated Law Society to take all good things coming in my way, and here 

am, chairman to-night. As soon as I agreed to take the chair Mr. 
Scott came to me and said I must write a letter to send round. I wrote a 
letter—a special letter—to one icular town in England, and made a 
special appeal to the solicitors of that town, asking them under the circum- 
stances to send me the contributions they would have sent to Mr. Gray 
Hill if he, their fellow-citizen, had taken the chair to-night. Mr. Scott 
sent out 480 lithographed fac-simile copies of the letter in my writing, 
and how many answers do you think we received? We but one 
answer, one only, with a guinea subscription. I was very much obliged to 
that gentleman. I wish we had thirty or forty or fifty like him. From 
time to time Mr. Scott and I thought we might have some answer, and he 
wrote to the president of the law society in that town, and he was like 
the gentleman who wrote to somebody else and 
disappointed. We had hoped that we should 
the time that Mr. Gray Hill comes home (he has been good enough to send 
us £50) we may hear something from them. The reason I mention this is 
to urge Mr. Blagg not to be discouraged. I really think the time is coming 


pir gene, pe ge A friend of mine said to me, “‘ We 
can’t go on from year to year gi this tion. sees are 
association, but you ask us too often,”’ and I feel it myself. I 


assure you that all the money which comes to this society 
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total expense of the society is very small indeed ; and I wish you all to 
understand that what you give will go to a good purpose. The persons 
relieved are truly the poor, the poor of our own body ; because if they are 
not actually members of the legal profession, they are the widows or the 
children of men who have been members of that profession. Truly they 
are the poor, and it is good that they should be remembered. I am not 
going to beg of you; I know that most of you present have given liberally, 
and will, as your means and inclination serve, give again to the associa- 
tion. But many of our professional brethren altogether ignore its 
existence, and I want that they should know more about it than they do, 
the members of the profession not present to-night and not members of 
the association. There is a sentence familiar, perhaps, to most of you, 
but which cannot be too often repeated or thought about, a sentence 
written by the wisest man who ever lived on earth, and it cannot be wrong 
if I should quote it to you. It is ‘‘ He that hath pity upon the poor 
lendeth unto the Lord, and that which he hath given will be repaid to 
him again.”” I am wrong, it is *‘ and that which he hath given He will 
repay to him.’’? The Lord will repay. As the Rev. Sydney Smith once 
remarked, that security is first rate, it is certain that it is better than 
anything that can be had on the Stock Exchange, or even on the register 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and if those members of our profession 
who are not already members of the association would kindly turn a little 
of their spare cash over to its beneficent objects they would be casting 
their bread upon the waters with a certainty of having it again, and of 
doing good to themselves and to many well-deserving persons. 

The toast was drunk upstanding and with three times three. 

Mr. J. T. Scorr (secretary) announced subscriptions and donations to 
the amount of £700, among which were the chairman £52 10s., Mr. Gray 
Hill £50, Messrs. Hunters & Haynes £31 10s., Mr. N. T. Lawrence £20, 
Sir Thomas Paine £10 10s., Mr. T. H. Stephens £10 10s., Kent Law 
Society £10 10s., Mr. E. P. Debenham £10 10s., Mr. J. Mackrell £10 10s., 
Mr. J. W. Howlett £10 10s., Mr. T. G. Bullen £10 10s., Mr. T. G. Gib- 
son £10. 

Mr. T. H. Sreruens (chairman of the board of directors) proposed the 
health of ‘‘ The Chairman,’’ observing that when Mr. Gray Hill had been 
unable to attend, Mr. Cunliffe had, possibly at great inconvenience to 
himself, come forward and done what he could to make the dinner a 
success. In the town from which he (Mr. Stephens) came they had done 
their best for the association, and he wished, for the sake of the entire 
profession, that the association was better supported. He had never given 
£15 with greater satisfaction than once when he did so on behalf of the 
association to a poor destitute lady, the widow of an unfortunate solicitor. 
It was a Saturday evening, and she told him that she did not know where 
she was goitig to get food for her children. He believed the association to 
be an excellent one, and urged solicitors to stand by it. 

The toast was drunk upstanding and with musical honours. 


The Cuarrmany, in returning thanks, said that during the last three weeks 
he had had his moments of despondency. He did not know whether he 
ought to make himself disagreeable to all his friends by going round from 
office to office or let things take their natural course. He had done what 
he thought best under the circumstances. He wished the result had 
been greater, but, personally, he thanked each of those who had con- 
tributed for having aided the munificent objects of the association. Now 
that the festival was over he could assure them that, although he had 
looked forward to it with great pleasure, he had looked forward to it with 
more dread. He had thought of little else for three weeks, and he had had 
— in their donations, and the way he had been received that 
night. 





GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting of this society was held at Cirencester on Thursday, 
the 25th of June last. Mr. Ellett (Cirencester), the president of the society, 
— and there was a large attendance, including Mr. James B. 

interbotham (Cheltenham), vice-president, Mr. E. W. Coren (Glou- 
cester), honorary secretary, Mr. Kinneir (Swindon), Mr. Whitcombe 
(Gloucester), Mr. Scott (Gloucester), Mr. Mullings (Cirencester), Mr. 
Warman (Stroud), Mr. D. J. Wintle (Newnham), &c. 

The Presrpent in moving the adoption of the report of the committee 
referred to the opposition to the Public Trustee Bill, and said that, 
although withdrawn for this session, if was understood that it would be 
reintroduced next session. He pointed out the objections on principle to 
the establishment of a State department for the transaction of private 
business, and referred to the disadvantages to the cestui que trust of having 
to deal with a State department, necessarily acting in accordance with hard 
and fast rules. He recognized, however, that there is one point on which 
the public feel very strongly, and which must necessarily produce a 
certain amount of support in Parliament for any proposal for appointing a 
public trustee, namely, the advantage of the State guarantee for the safety 
of the trust funds. It must also be recognized that there is a growing 
difficulty in finding private trustees, especially in the larger and more 
special trusts. He doubted if it would be expedient or possible success- 
fully to oppose altogether the appointment of a public trustee, but urged 
that his duties should be limited to the safe custody of the trust funds, and 
should not extend to the general administration of the trust. The public 
requirement would, he thought, be to a considerable extent met by 
authorizing trust companies to undertake such business, and that the 
policy of the profession would be to formulate a good working scheme for 
the appointment of a public trustee responsible for the safety of trust 
funds when voluntarily brought under his control, but with no other 


powers in relation to the trust, 





After discussion, in which the views expressed by the president were 
generally concurred in, the report of the committee was adopted. 

Grants to the amount of about £90 to the families of deceased solicitors 
were sanctioned. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is 112. 

The Public Trustee Bill.—The most important matter which your com- 
mittee have had to deal with during the past year has been the ‘‘ Public 
Trustee (No. 2) Bill,”’ being a Government Bill introduced into the House 
of Commons by the Chancellor of the Exchequer early in the present 
session. The Bill provides for the establishment of the office of Public 
Trustee, which would in fact be a Government me page for the adminis- 
tration of private trusts. This proposal appeared to your committee to be 
most objectionable, for the following amongst other reasons :— 

1. As being an effort in the direction of State interference with private 
business. If it be contended that the Rill confers advantages on the 
parties interested in trust funds, the reply is that it can only do so at the 
expense of the community, which is wrong. If it does not confer advan- 
tages, it is useless. 

2. The management of trusts especially requires the personal attention 
and local knowledge of those acquainted with the circumstances of the 
case. Such business frequently requires considerable tact and delicacy of 
management, which cannot be expected from the officers of a public de- 
partment who necessarily proceed by rule. 

3. The effect of the Bill, if it should result in putting into the hands of 
a public trustee the enormous amount of money held under trusts, would 
be to place such money in Consols or similar investments, and this prob- 
ably is the real object of the Bill. In so far as it has this effect it will 
defeat the Trust Investment Act, 1889 ; reduce the income of beneficiaries ; 
and tend to withdraw from the land of the country the trust money in- 
vested on mortgage. 

4. Although the Bill is permissive, it may be expected that it will be the 
tendency of the courts to appoint the official trustee on the occasion of 
appointment of new trustees, thereby in time placing under his control 
the bulk of the larger trusts. The same result may be expected from the 
tendency of every public department to increase the scope of its powers, 
with a view to becoming pecuniarily self-supporting. 

5. There is no eviflence that any legislation is required, and there is no 
serious difficulty in obtaining private trustees. 

6. It is socially and morally inexpedient to legislate so as to encourage 
refusal on the part of relatives and friends to undertake trusteeships. 

On the 5th of March last a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies was held, at which your society was represented by the president, 
and it was resolved to appoint a deputation to the Lord Chancellor and the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. ‘The deputation attended accordingly, 
accompanied by the president and vice-president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, but it appeared that the Government intended to proceed with the 
Bill. ‘The Chancellor of the Exchequer, however, intimated his willingness 
to consider any proposed amendments when the Bill is in committee. 
Your committee represented to the local members of Parliament their 
objections to the Bill, and the same course was taken by other societies. 
Subsequently another meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies 
was held, at which the provisions of the Bill were fully discussed, and 
amendments considered ; Mr. Coren represented the society at this meeting. 
Owing to the state of public business in the House of Commons no further 
progress has at present been made with the Bill. Should the second 
reading be carried a motion will be made to refer the Bill to a Select Com- 
mittee instead of the Standing Committee on Law, and amendments will 
then be proposed. 

Status of Solicitors.—This question was brought under the consideration 
of the committee by the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool, in an able 
report, in which it was pointed out that the present distribution of 
appointments as between barristers and solicitors is illogical and unfair. 
Your committee felt, however, considerable doubt as to the expediency of 
taking any action in view of the circumstance that most of the patronage 
is in the hands of persons whose sympathies are with the bar, and feared 
that the result might be to confer on barristers appointments now held by 
solicitors without any corresponding benefit to our branch of the profes- 
sion. Your committee would rather look to the change resulting ulti- 
mately from an improvement of the existing system of legal education by 
the establishment of a school of law applicable alike to both branches of 
the profession. A communication to this effect was addressed to the 
Liverpool Society. 

County Courts.—Your committee have concurred with the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies in supporting the following resolution :—‘‘ That 
the interests of the public require the repeal of so much of section 72 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888, as prohibits the solicitor of a suitor from 
retaining another solicitor to appear in the county court as an advocate 
for the suitor.” 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order—Conducting Scale at Ai®tion Sales.—The 
question whether the right to the conducting scale fee under the 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Order is precluded by a payment to an auctioneer 
for offering the property and registering the bids at an auction, remains 
unsettled. The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have intimated 
their willingness to support a suitable test case for obtaining a decision on 
this important question, and in the event of such a case coming under the 
notice of any of the members of this society, it is hoped they will 
communicate particulars of it to your committee. 

The Tithe Act, 1891.—The Bill which has resulted in this Act for 
transferring the liability for tithe rent-charge from the occupier to the 
landowner, was carefully considered by. your committee, and suggestions 
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were made upon it to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 
The attention of practitioners should at once be given to the requirements 
of sub-section 6 of section 2 as to notice by the landowner to the tithe- 
owner, where the occupier is liable to pay the tithe rent-charge under 
existing contract. Your committee regret that a clause to which exception 
was taken by the profession generally, stands part of the Act, namely, the 
power given by sub-section 1 of section 5 to a tithe-owner, to make 
application to the county court by an agent, not a solicitor. Although 
the point 1s in itself a small one, the principle involved is objectionable, 
and it appears to your committee that the exception to the general rule, 
that solicitors only are authorized to conduct proceedings in any court, 
should not be carried further than it is already carried by the County 
Court Act, under which an agent in the regular employ of the party may 
appear. The committee, however, conceive that it is doubtful whether 
the provision referred to enables the non-professional agent of a tithe- 
owner to appear and conduct the case on the hearing, if any, or whether 
his power is not limited to the signing and lodging the prescribed notice 
of application to the court. :; 

Licensing Law.—The importance of the recent decision of the House of 
Lords in Sharpe v. Wakefield (60 L. J. M. C. 73) in its bearing upon a 
branch of practice of interest to many members of the society, induces 
your committee to think that it may be expedient to make reference to it 
in this report. The point decided is that the discretion of justices given 
by the Alehouse Act, 1828, s. 1, in the granting of licences applies equall 
to the renewal as to the original grant. In applying this decision it will 
be important to practitioners to bear in mind :— 

1. That it does not affect the renewal or transfer of licences under 32 & 
33 Vict. c. 27, s. 19, i.c., in respect of beerhouses licensed before May 
Ist, 1869. 

2. That it does not affect the grant, renewal, or transfer of off beer 
licences subject to 32 & 33 Vict. ¢ 27, s. 8. 

3. That it does not alter the procedure prescribed by section 42 of the 
Licensing Act, 1872, and section 26 of the Licensing Act, 1874. 

4. That although, subject to the foregoing restrictions, the discretion of 
the magistrates is absolute, they must exercise this discretion judicially 
‘according to law and not to humour ’”’ ; it must not be “‘ arbitrary, vague, 
and fanciful, but legal and regular.”’ 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. W. Mertnotp Porter, the head of the Court Order Department of 
the Central Office, died recently, after a few days’ illness. His death 
was indirectly attributable to an attack of epidemic influenza, which ail- 
ment has visited the staff of the law courts with some severity. Mr. 
Porter was deservedly esteemed both by his colleagues and by the pro- 
fession. He was at all times ready to give the benefit of his knowledge 
and experience in the branch to which he was attached to those who either 
sought or needed it, whilst as an official taking pride in the punctual and 
faithful performance of his duties he was probably unequalled. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Justice Romer has been appointed an Honorary Fellow of Trinity 
Hall, Cambridge. 

Mr. A. J. Penny has been appointed to a Clerkship in the Central Office 
: the Supreme Court of Judicature, in succession to the late Mr. W. M. 
orter. 

Mr. Ricuarp Roacu Pirris, solicitor, of Newport, Isle of Wight, has 
been appointed Official Receiver in Bankruptcy for the district of the 
county court holden at Newport and Ryde, Isle of Wight, as from the 20th 
of June, 1891, in succession to Mr. Samuel Wheeler, appointed to be 
Assistant Official Receiver, under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
attached to the High Court of Justice. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLvurTions. 


Gzorce Mercer, James Barner Epwarps, and Joun James WILLIAMSON, 
solicitors, Deal and Sandwich (Mercer, Edwards, & Williamson). June 19. 


Watrer James Reep, Ronert Henry Winter, and John Rossetti Hen- 
son, solicitors, Kingston-upon-Hull (Reed, Winter, & Henson). So far as 
the said Walter James Reed was concerned, as from December 31, 1890. 
The said Robert Henry Winter and John Rossell Henson will for the 
future carry on the practice under the style or firm of Winter & Henson. 

| Gazette, June 26. 

Joun Jones Busn and Joun Busu, solicitors, Towbridge, Hilperton, 

and Bath (John E. Bush & Son). June 26. 


Craupr Asutey Anson Pentey and Gsorcr Cuartes Gruss, solicitors, 
52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields (Penley & Grubbe). June 30. [G@azette, June 30, 


- 





GENERAL, 

Mr. Justice North has announced that on Tuesday next, the 7th of 
July, he will take further considerations. On that day no witness 
actions will be placed in the paper. 

There is not the slightest foundation, says the Zimes, for the report that 
Sir Charles Butt has tendered, or intends to tender, his resignation as 





President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division of the High 
Court of Justice. His lordship has derived considerable benefit from 
medical treatment at Wiesbaden ; but, as that treatment had not been 
carried out through its full course when he resumed his judicial duties, 
he has been advised to return to Wiesbaden with the view of entire relief 
from pain, which from time to time is still acute. 

Commencing last Thursday, Mr. Justice Collins, who has given u 
the circuit for which he was named at the meeting of the judges, wi 
assist Mr. Justice Jeune for the remainder of the sittings in getting 
through the business of this division. It has been arranged by the two 
learned jadges that on Tuesdays Mr. Justice Jeune will'take the motions for 
all branches of the division, and will do the whole of the admiralty work ; 
but when not thus engaged he will share with Mr. Justice Collins the 
trial of probate and divorce actions, which will consist of jury cases as 
well as cases before the court itself. The Lord Chancellor will appoint a 
commissioner to take the place of Mr. Justice Collins on circuit. 

On the 28th ult., says the Times, the Attorney-General having occasion 
to attend the court in another case, Lord Coleridge addressed him, and, 
referring to the case of Coombs v. Barber, observed :—I never in my life 
was more impressed than I was by your answer in that case. There was a 
strong case against you, but it was answered ; and, having kept my mind 
open, I received such fresh light as enabled me to see it, and my view of 
the case was completely changed, The Attorney-General said, I am much 
obliged to you, my lord, for your kind reference to the case. For myself, 
I may say that I never had a case in which I felt a more painful sense of 
responsibility. 

On the 26th ult., in the House of Commons, Mr. Cobb asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether he was aware that 
the arguments in the appeal of Zhe Commissioners for Special Purposes of 
the Income Tax v. Pemsel were concluded in March, 1890, and that the 
delay in delivering judgment was causing great inconvenience in the 
administration of a number of charities, the trustees of which were waiting 
the judgment in order to know whether they were entitled to a return of 
income tax ; and whether he would ascertain from the Lord Chancellor 
and state a date before the Long Vacation when judgment would be 
delivered. Mr. Matthews said, I am informed by the Lord Chancellor 
that the judgment will be delivered before the House rises. 

It is stated that the benchers of the four Inns of Court have decided to 
introduce changes in the education of students for the bar; that the 
subjects of instruction are to be divided into three groups—Roman Law 
and Jurisprudence, and International Law, Public and Private; Consti- 
tutional Law, English and Colonial; and English Law and Equity, sub- 
divided into such departments as the law of persons, the law of real and 
personal property, the law of obligations, civil procedure, and criminal 
law and procedure; that a permanent staff of readers, not more than 
eight in number, will give instruction, both catechetically and by lectures ; 
and they are to be aided by a staff of assistant readers for elementary 
classes. The salaries of the legal professors are now £1,000 a year; those 
of the readers will be £500, with certain capitation fees. The existing 
studentships are to be replaced by two yous of one hundred 
guineas a year, tenable for three years, to be awarded to those who pass 
the best examination on the whole in all the prescribed subjects. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Registrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 








Date AppeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
2 No. 2. Cuairry. Norra. 
Monday, July ° ‘Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
Tuesday oy R Pemberten Pugh 
Wednesda; Ward Beal 
Thursday Pemberton Pugh 
Friday ... Ward Beal 
Saturday Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srievine. Kexkewica. Romer. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. ri 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Jackson : 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 
Leach Jackson : 
Godfrey Clowes Lavie 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES. AND DEATHS. 


Atsis—Laveree-—¥ — 17, oh Ciaes, 7 fe mae Aiiee, ection, Olney, to Emily 
Maud, youngest daughter o' ev. J.P. ley, Vicar o! 4 ute 
Onomtay.-aBecnassSane 16, at_All Saints’, st. Kilda, near bourne, Victoria, 


les He Choml M.A., LL.B., barriste : 
coanmest daughter of W, A.C. aBeckett, of Penleigh House, Westbury, Wilts, an 
elbourne, and grand-daughter of the late Sir William aBeckett, First Chief Justice of 
Victoria. i 3 
rru—Murray.—June at St. Giles’s, Edinburgh, David Forsyth, solicitor, of Elgin, 
ane ie Ghoven, only dacphter of the late David William Murray, of Aberdeen-park, 
don. 
sa DEATH. _.. 
Lear.—June 19, at Arundel, Sussex, George Lear, solicitor, aged $4. 








. 

water, or brush required, ye a tube of 

A. 8. Lloyd’s Euxesis and a razor. Shaving with “ Euxesis” becomes a gg 

ine bears two signatures—‘‘ A. 8. Lloyd” in black, and “ Aimée Lloyd” in red ink; 

sey all others.—-Sold by chemists, ee ae er post-free for 1s. 6d. from 
Luoyp & Co., 3, Sput-street, Leicester-square, —(Apvvrt.] 















598 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 4, 1891. 








‘Wakyine To InTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessers.—Before purchasing or renting 


Santen teeineaine a ne thoroughly examined an expert from The 
entilation Co., 65, ite Town Mall. Vieto ictoria-street, West- 
minster Seton (ete . 1875), Ta also undertake the Ventilation of Cifices, ke. —{Apvt.] 


Vanity - Farr Cartooys.—A few Complete Sets of the Judges that have 

ety & Vanity Fair to date are still to be had on application to the Publisher. 

= Vines } ms in all. Price, per Set, £2 10s. ices, 182, Strand, London, 
—[Apvr. 


WINDING UP saapiomeg 


London Gazette.—Fnripay, June 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep in CHANCERY. 

Ayato-Sumatra Tosacco Co, Limrrep—Petn for yee up. Pp; presented June 22, directed 
to be heard on Saturday, July 4. Eastwood & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields. Notice of ap- 
pearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of J uly 3 

Kensineton Bank, ya et gy for meron Be up, presented June 24, directed to be heard 
on July 4. Roy & Lothbury, for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not 3 than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 3 

Kinyears & Co, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 24, directed to be heard 
on aot = Hays & Co, Abchurch lane, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 

abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 3 

Rook Investment Trust, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, pao June 18, directed to 
be heard on Saturday, July 4. Saunders & Co, Coleman st, ers’ solors. Notice of 
appearing must mat sence the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of J uly 3 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES: DISSOLVED. 
BiackwEtt Co-operative Society, Lumrrep, Blackwell, Alfreton, Derby. June 20 
Everton Enterprise Frienpiy Sick anp Burtat Society » a, Hey worth st, Liverpool. 





June 23 
Faienpiy Society, Quaker’s Yard Inn, Llanfabon, Glamorgan. June 22 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoartep 1n CHANCERY. 
ag = Air Horse Coitar anp Sappiery Co, Limrren—Petn for winding up, presented 
to be heard on July 11. Colyer, Wych st, Strand, solor for petner. 

Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
0! ly 10 

Perroteum Butx Carrying Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Otto 
Randel 10, Water st, Liverpool 

Sreamsuir “ BreneRHAven” Co, Luntrep—Creditors are required, on or before ans , - 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Randebrock, 10, Water st, Liverpool 

Sreamsuie “ Carrots” Co, Luutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send 
their names and addresses, - the particulars of their debts or claims, to Otto Rande- 
brock, 10, Water st, Li 

Sreamsip “ Cuester” Co, = IMITED—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Otto Rande- 
brock, 10, Water st, Liverpool 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Star or Horr Lopes, 47, Branch of the Derby Midland United Order of Odd Fellows 
Friendly Society, Cross Keys Inn, Bicester, Oxford. June 25 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Craim. 
London Gazetite.—Frivay, June 12. 
Tayztor, Matrruew, ts pF mw rd, Chemist. July 13. Barron v Taylor, Chitty, J. 
Jennings, Patshull rd, Kentish Town 
London Gazette—Turspay, June 16. 
Morpny, Micnaet, Bootle, Lancaster, Master Mariner. July 11. Curran y Murphy, 
Registrar, Liverpool. Rudd, Liverpool 
Rankin Roperr, Berwick wu Tweed, Boot Manufacturer. July 17. Woods & Cov 
Clayton, Chitty, J. eatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 
Watt, Cuaries, Worcester, Baker. July 10. Wall vy Wall, North, J. Corbett, Wor- 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 19. 
Loxomire, WittiAM, Osnaburgh st, Regent’s pk, Builder July 8 Comrie v Longmire, 
Kekewich, J Harcourt & pies, Wool Exe , Basinghall st 
Wesster, Raters, Ormskirk, Lancaster, Yeoman uly 16 Webster v Gardiner, Liver- 
pool Registrar Hill, Ormskirk 
"London Gazette.—Turspay, June 23. 
Lioyp. —. , Haverfordwest, Gent July 21 Powis v Williams, Stirling, J Fraser, 
Furnival’s inn 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35, 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 23. 
Aayew, Joun Parrison, Liverpool, Gunsmith. July 31. Gunn & Sons, Liverpool 
Bacon, Harner, Mickleham, Surrey. July 20. Hopgood & Dowson, Whitehall pl 
Bauxarp, Ameria, Addison rd, Kensington. Augi. Laundy & Co, Strand 
Beaumont, Henry, Hove, Brighton, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 31. St Barbe Sladen & 
bag | ‘Westminster 
Buryarp, Epwarp, Falmouth, Gent. July 11. Earl, Plymouth 
Cuayton, Caroine, Aston, Warwick. July 31. Jeffery, Birmingham 
Cote, James, Hanley rd, Hornsey Rise, Cattle Drink Manufacturer. Aug 6. Julius, 
Fins circus 
Coorzr, Tuomas, Bristol, Woolstapler. Aug6. Abbot & Co, Bristol 
CorpeEvux, Westen Lonny qrooed st East, Portman sq, Licensed Victualler. Aug 1. 
Cone re Wistiaw Foust  Showborough, nr Tewkesbury, Lieutenant Colonel. July 10. 


Cross, eo brent B, Che ray Spinner. Augi. Broadbent & Heelis, Bolton 
ne Hewnry, Widnes, Lancs, Chemical Manufacturer. Aug 3. Davies & Co, Warring- 


Emperton, Jonn, Audley, Stafford, Wesleyan Minister. July 31. Llewellyn & Ackrill, 


Erry, Cuar.es, Kingston upon Hull, Sugar Planter. Augi1. Jordeson, Hull 
Fisnex, Joszpu, Angel crt, Th orton st, Gent. Aug 14. Th 

a tan Green rogm: g ompson & Groom, 
Gispons, Harriet, Maidstone. July 20. Stephens & Urmston, Maidstone 
Hizeers, Wit1am, Brighton, Surgeon Major. Aug7. Stuckey & Co, Brighton 
Layeworrny, Jaxer, Brighton. Aug 7. Stuckey & Co, Brighton 


aneneers, Asraunam, Little Lever, nr Bolton, Provision Dealer. July 13. Ryley, 


Lovetanp, Exizasetu, Chipping Norton, Oxford. July 30. Wilkins, Chipping Norton 


Mason hates WEttestey, Cadogan pl, Chelsea. Aug 1. Wynne & Son, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
ME tor, Joun, Newmillerdam, Yorks, Stonemason. July 30. Brown &Co, Wakefield 


Moopy, Grorcr, Wakefield, Innkeeper. July 15. Lodge, Wakefield 

Monks, Tuomas, Mansfield, Nottingham, Tailor. July 31. Alcock, Mansfield 

Pappison, Ex1za, Boston, Lincoln. July 1. Waite & Co, Boston 

Pepper, Henry, Liverpool, Bachelor. July 31. Bartley & Bird, Liverpool 

Price, Davip, Queen Ann st, Cavendish sq, Esq. Augi17. Harris, Coleman st 
Roserton, Aice Roserra, Brighton. Aug 1. Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Symons, Henry, Bristol, Inland Revenue Officer. Aug 1. Seldon, Barnstaple 

Toocoop, Ciara, Hove, Sussex. July 22. Cockburn, Brighton 

a ee Ampthill sq, Hampstead rd, Esq. July 19. Stibbard & Co, Leaden- 


Va be Ashfield, Wordsley, Staffs, Gent. Aug 1. Homfray & Halberton, 


WIL1son, beg Southampton st, Camberwell, Licensed Victualler. July 20. Bowman 
& Crawley-Boevey, Bedford row 
Witson, Aurrep, Hills’ orough, Sheffield, Millwright. Augi. Irons, Sheffield 


Wooprurr, Harriett, Dover, Watchmaker. July 25. Stilwell & Harby, Dover 

Woops, Tuomas, Bristol, Gent. Augi. Vizard & Co, Dursley 

Wricat, Joun, Aigburth, Lancaster, Gent. July 23. Jevons & Co, Liverpool 

tom, Witt1am, Malton, York, Doctor of Medicine. July 23. Shirley Smith, Birminge 
am 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 26. 
Apcock, ELzanor, Syston, Leics. July 31. J & C Harris, Leicester 
AutHam, Anne, Owthorne, Yorks. Augi. T & A Priestman, Hull 
Awyprew, GrorGe, Mossley, Lancs. July 21. Fletcher, Ashton under Lyne 
Bacon, Harriet, Mickleham, Surrey. July 20. Hopgood & Dowson, Whitehall place 
Bent ry, JaBez, Brownroyd, Bradford, Gent. July 31. Watson & Co, Bradford 
Besant, Wit.14m, Portsea, Hants, Gent. July 24. Besant & Wills, Portsea 
eee, Hea, Sheffield, Table Knife Manufacturer. July 25. Vickers & Co, 


Buack.ock, Tuomas, Georgiana st, Camden Town, Gent. Aug 24. McKenna & Co, 
Basinghall st 


i 
Braprorp, Mary, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester. Aug2i. Hinde & Co, Manchester 
Carney, Hargiet Ocravia, Kingston upon Hull. Augil. T & A Pricstman, Hull 
Con Susay, Orchard rd, Brentford. Aug 8. Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeant’s inn, 
eet 


CatrE.i, James, Moseley, Wores, Gent. July 31. Colmore & Monckton, Birmingham 
CiaRKE, Wit.1am, Gateshead, Durham, Engineer. Aug 8. Watson & Denby, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Cun Colonel Tuomas Hoxuincworrs, Bury. Aug 4. Tamplin & Co, Fen- 
church st 
Cover, Apranam, Clayton le Moors, Lanes, Bricklayer. July 31. Sharples, Accrington 
Crosspy, Witt1am Horvyer, Reefham, Lincs, Gent. July 31. Danby & Son, Lincoln 


DaneE.is, Wi.1iaM, Bitterne, Southampton, Postmaster. July 29. Perkins & Co, 
Southampton 
Deatu, Woopuam, Thorley, Herts, Esq. Augi. Gee & Son, Bishops Stortford 


Deprrey, Vicrorre ApELLE, Dieppe, Francs. Aug 20. Brabant, Gray’s inn sq 

Ezarp, GrorGe, Earswick, Yorks, Gent. Aug1. Ware & Sons, York 

Foss, Henry, Hong Kong, China, Merchant. Aug 1. Foss & Ledsam, Abchurch lane 

Fox, Maria, Spark Hill, Worcs. Augi12. Potts & Potts, Broseley, Salop 

Gass, Francis, Dunster, Somerset, Esq. July 30. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Green, Repecca, Pleasant row, Nottingham. Aug 31. Truman, Nottingham 

Hauupay, James, Sal Siiater, Yorks, Timber Merchant. July 24. Morgan & 
Mo’ , Shipley and 

iawn, = inyiaM Rosert, Sawbridgeworth, Herts, Esq. Aug 31. Gee & Son, Bishop’s 

me, Shottisham, Suffolk, Miller. Aug 4. Welton, Woodbridge 

Horye, Eviuasetu, South Devon pl, Plymouth. Augi0. Benett, Devonport 

Hutton, Tuomas, Durham, Esq., J.P. Augi. Chapman, Durham 

Kivxeston, ALBERT, Bridgend, Glam. Augll. Roy & Cartwright, Lothbury 

Morton, CATHERINE JANE, Mulgrave st, Liverpool. Aug 11. Mackay & Cornish, Liver- 


pool 
Newsam, Evizasetu Emma, York. July 27. Proctor, York 
ons | * asene Anruur, Hessle, Yorks, formerly Merchant. July 31. England & Co, 


Parker, Wi1114M Coor, Darlington, Durham, Gent. Aug13. Lucas & Co, Darlington 


Reynoips, Wit114M, Haverfordwest, Cabinet Maker. Augi. Eaton-Evans & Williams, 
Haverfordwest 

Ricuarpson, Ropert Epwarp Turnour, Westbourne grove, retired Colonel. Aug 1. 
Nightingale, Crown court, Old Broad st 

Roserts, Erasmus Coryton, Plymstock, Devon, Esq. Aug10. Benett, Devonport 


Saunpers, Evetyy Wictox, Ladywell park, Lewisham, Gent. July 20. Hughes, Lan- 
easter pl, Strand 

Srepsinc, ALrrep Cuar_es, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, Merchant. July 25. Wells, 
Paternoster row 

Sreirianp, James, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Augi. Warren, Nottingham 


Tuomasoy, Exizapetu, Berwick upon Tweed. Aug 1. Sandersons & Weatherhead, 
Berwick upon Tweed 
Tosry, James AspinaLt, Eastham, Chester, Esq. July 31. Field & Co, Liverpool 


Tomxkinson, ELten, Rochdale rd, Manchester. Jones, Manchester 
Tooaoop, Ciara, Hove, Sussex. July 22. Cockburn, Brighton 
Treve.yan, Sir area Wi1son, Nettlecombe, Somerset, Bart. Aug 12. Witham & 


, Gray’s rnn 
TuRNER, ‘Wrnutam pt Acle, Norfolk, Gent. July 22. Wiltshire & Son, Great Yar- 
mou’ 
Wuirtaker, Taomas Eanrxe, Suffolk st, Pall Mall East, Tailor. t 1. Hargreaves, 
Bridge st, Westminster ~ : 


ge 
Wixuiams, Joun Marner, Bagshot, Surrey. July 27. Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 
bebe ~~ © mpeeen, Thornbury, Bradford, Cotton Twister. Aug 22. Gaunt & Co, 


Warieur, Nicnoxas, Broughton, Salford, Fire ine Manufacturer. Aug 8. Makinson 
ryt 5 ghton, ’ Engin ug 





Lixvos, Wituiam Henny, Liverpool, Teamowner. Augis. Pierce, Liverpool 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ainsworth, Wiiuram, South Yorks, Builder 
itockton on Tees and Middlesbovough Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 

Bennett, Coartes Henry, Swansea, late Master Mariner 
Swansea Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Danese James Bearp, Marlborough mews, Window 

lind Maker High Court Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

mei, BARTHOLOMEW, — upon Hull, Dry- 
—., Kingston upon H Pet June 22 Ord 
une 

Boscor, H E, and Joun Danizet Dopson, ireepont, Corn 
Mercnants Liverpool Pet June2 Ord June 23 

Broapiey, Witu1am, Preston, Coal Dealer Preston Pet 
June 1 an oon x Agent Ni 

Buck.ey, Jacos, oe. ouse n ottingham 
Pet June 23 Ord J 

Bu 7; Epwarp, Leeds, ‘Builder Leeds Pet June 22 Ord 
une 22 

Burrerworth, Joun, Leeds, Excavator Leeds Pet June 
22 Ord June 22 


Cameron, Peter, Leeds, Restaurant Carver Jeeds Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 
Cartyon, CLEMENT WinsTanxtey, Budleigh Salterton, 
a tg ny Colonel (retired) Exeter Pet June 
une 22 
Ps _ Mumrorp, Gravesend, Grocer Rochester 
Pet June 23. Ord June 23 
CaTTERMOLE, HoRAcE, Tpewich, Miller Ipswich Pet June 
20 Ord June 20 
Crieec, Henry Gorpoyx, Meosheten,. Sole Stock Broker 
Manchester Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
CLEPHAN, Evaenet Epwarp, Stockton on Tees, Architect 
ton on Tees Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Cooke, W1111aM, Sketty, nr § ea, late ager of Oil 
Works Swansea Pet June23 Ord June 23 
Crisp, Joun, Norton, Stockton on Tees, Commission Agent 
Stockton on Tees Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
D ot ae 1p, Gravesend, Newsagent Rochester Pet June 
Ord June 23 
me 4 LEY, Tuomas Woop, Honley, nr Huddersfield, 
Woollen Manufacturer Huddersfield Pet May 30 
Ord June 24 
Evans, Wiit1am, South Walsham, Norfolk, Builder Nor- 
wich Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Foster, Percy Fe.ix, 8t Thomas’ rd, Harlesden, Pianoforte 
Tuner High Court Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Guaset, Louis, Coventry, Cycle Agent Coventry Pet June 
22 Ord June 22 
Giyxa, ANTHONY ey » neamee Convict Rochester 
Pet June5 Ord June 23 
Goopr, Joun Hames, Warwickshire, Com- 
Birmingham Pet June 18 Ord 


Goy, Davin, Kings on upon Hull, Pusgasty fe Agent King- 
ston upon H Pet June ll Ord 

Hooxey, Wi. 3 Henry, Portsea, Manufacturing 
Confectioner Portsmouth Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Hooxway, Rosert Tayvor, Bideford, Architect Barnstaple 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

JELLYMAN, Freperick, Bethersden, Kent, Farmer Can- 
terbury Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Jones, Henry Broveu, Birkenhead, Building Material 
Dealer Birkenhead Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Lorp, WILLIAM, Parkhurst rd, Holloway, formerly Clerk 
= s Bank, Lim High Court Pet June 24 Ord 
une 2 

Lup, re. Henry, York, Painter York Pet June 22 

un ee Wisbech, Cambs, Wid King’s L 

Ay, Hannan, Wis’ ambs, Widow 8 n 

Pet June 3° Ord June 22 = 

Moon, Ricuarp Tuomas, Lamdpert, Confectioner Ports- 
mouth Pet June 23° Ord June 23 

Newick, Witiiam Cuipeey, and Jane Ray ses ae, 

Dealers Leicester Pet June 20 Ord Jun 

Pearson, Harry Eyre, — Chaser Shetficla Pet 
June 22 Ord June 23 

Porter, ABRAMAM 7. and James Daniet Porter, 
Capworth st, Leyton, Contractors High Court Pet June 
22 Ord June 22 

Raynor, Josern, Nottingham, Monumental Mason Not- 

Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Rzeves, Arrour Bernarp, a Stamper Bir- 

2 a Pet ange 3 yy tng nd, Fish 

IDGWAY ILLIAM THOMAS. mo 

High Court Pet May 28 Ord June 24” ageitd 

Rice, Joun Asusurner, Askam in Furness, Lancs, Butcher 
Ulverston and Barrow in Furness Pet June 22 
June 22 

Rosinson, Ernest James, Gt Western Hotel, Paddington, 
no occupation Worcester Pet June 11 Ord June 24 

—-, Wituram Epwis, Cadoxton juxta Neath, Glam, 


—— oer eath Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Simpson, 2p ¥ Leigh, Staffs, Solicitor Hanley, 
Burslem, and Tunstall Pet April 20 Ord June 23 

Titstey, Jonn, Headless ditch, Insurance 
Agent Birmingham Pet Tune 1 18 Ord June 18 

Toons, Rosert, Birstall, Leics, Milk Seller Leicester Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Tremaine, Harry Atrrep, East Stonehouse, Devon 
Pianoforte Tuner East Stonehouse Pet June24 Ord 

une 24 

Vickers, ALBERT Freperick, Buxton, Derbyshire, Plumber 

Stockport 





Pet June 24 ‘Ord June 24 
WaALker, eae Muscovy court,Corn Factor High Court 
W ae — a, = d i Boil 
TLLIAMS, ge , be) ‘on: x er Maker 
Pontypridd P Ord J a 


WituiaMs, Hues, , tam Aly pte dng Tailor Bangor 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Wi:son, Jonny, Liverpool, Wine Merchant Liverpool Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 
Youne, Freperick, Fortess rd, Kentish Town, Cheese- 
monger High Court Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bar.ey, Joseru Georges, Clifton, Bristol, Gardener July 3 
at12 Off Rec, Bank i 


ston, Goal De 
Broaptey, iy, Dealer July 3 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 


Browy, pote dy Wituiam, Fulham rd, Furniture Dealer 
July 10 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Casipy, Jonny Moumrorp, Gravesend, Grocer July 8 at 12.30 
Rochester 


Day, Davin, Gravesend, Newsagent July 8 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, : st, Rochester 


DEARNLey, Tomas Woop, Honley, nr oe yx 
Woollen Manufacturer July 8 at 8 Haigh & Son, 
Solicitors, 55, New ro, ie Huddersfiel& 

Dutroy, Marta, Le ig 7 be Grocer 
July 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, 3 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

GtaseEt, Louis, Coventry, Gycle Agents July” 6 at 1 12 Off 
Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coven’ 

, Convict July 13 at 


ores ANTHONY cry la 
Goswk Lt, Frank, lane, Doctors’ Commons, Licensed 
ictualler July 8 at 11 Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Harrison, Witttam, Ipswich, Builder July 8 at 2 36, 
ces st, Ipswich 
Hiaerns, Wittiam, Cheriton, nr Alresford, Hants, no 
occupation July7 at 2 of Rec, 4, East st, Southamp- 


ton 

mae * “Zy Tuomas, Bloxwich, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
July 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

Joxes, Henry Brovan, Birkenhead, Building Material 
—— July 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


poo! 

Lake, Witt1am Henry, Humberstone, Leics, July 3 at 
12 Grocer Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Lanepox, Henry Water Stare, Paignton, 4 
Bootmaker July 7 at 11 10, Athenzeum "te, 


mouth 

Layepon, Heyry WILiiam, bg pe st, yg Lead Merchant 
July 9 at 11 33, Carey 

Lawson, QuinTIN Pomme Liverpool, | July 6 at 2 
Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Luckett, Freperick, 8 brook, Birmingham, late 
Licensed Victualler July 8 at 11 25, Colmore row, 


Lunp, Pasir Henry, York, Painter July 3 at 10 Off 
Rec, York 


” 
Magssen, Henry James, Lime st, Tobacconist July 9 at 
2.30 Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
wry, and Hersert Matcoim, Essex rd, 
Printers July 8 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Mansgt, Sir Ricuarp, Bart, lately of ite, of no 
occupation July 9 at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
McFartane, Tuomas Craic, Newcastle on Tyne, late Rivet 
Manufacturer July6ati11 Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Newick, Wituiam Cuincey, and Jane Newick, Leicester, 
Oil Dealers July 3 at 2 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, 


Lei 
Percy, Hersert Georce, and James Vane, Little Queen 
st, Holborn, Tailors July 8 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


inn 

Ricuarps, Josepx, Goldsithney, St aw, Cornwall, 
Grocer July 4 at 10.30 Mom hee Boos st, Truro 

Rumury, Atrrep Geores, Barton, bree ‘Cabinct Maker 
July 3 at 3 Off Reo, Bank chmbrs, B Bristol 

Suaw, Henry, Roman rd, Old Ford, Ironmonger July 9 
at12 33, st, Taare ae 

SmirHer, 4 1LL1AM, Luton, “Beds, Draper Jul: ly 3 
pared Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s = 
el 


Somervitxe, Peter, Eccles, igom, Labourer July 8 at 3 
Off Rec, len’s => oa Manchester 

STEELE, ALFRED Heyry, D: ell Builder July 10 at 10 off 
Ree, 5, Castle st, Canterb 

SuMMERS, ILLIAM, ‘Allendale To Town, Northbrid, Veterinary 
Surgeon July Gat 12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 


m Tyne 
Tate LOR, JOHN, Weaste, Salford, Estate Agent July 17 at 
3 Off en’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Tomes JAMES, ‘ a, eee July 6 at 11 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 
TuurMAN, Sie Newark upon Trent, General Dealer 
July 3at11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church Walk, Not- 


cage ~ A ae Off 


MALcoutm, 





Watton, Incuam arson, 
Ogden’s chmbrs bk st, Manch 
ioe he July 8 at 11 
22, ged row, 


Bost & 
Sean Gzorce Tuomas, Gray’s inn rd, Holborn, Leather 
Seller July 8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Arsswortu, Witi1am, South Bank, Yorks, Builder 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 

Anperson, Frepericxk Watter, Hastings, Builder 
Hastings Pet May 23 Ord June 20 

ArMsTronG, GEORGE LLinG, Gresham House, 
of Companies High Cou 

Baryes, Dororny Anne, Whitby, Stockton on 
pd and Middlesborough Pee a tareh 20 Ord 
une 22 

ey Cuarites Henry, Swansea, late Master Mariner 

toe te ck Wind 

ENNETT, JAMES Bearp, mews, low 
Blind Maker High Gourt Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

BixnincTox, BarTHoLomew, a upon == i 
—_., Kingston upon Hull Pet June 

une 22 


Broapiey, WILLIAM, am. Coal Dealer Preston Pet 
June 19 Ord June 19 


Reogiamn, Sa oe Fettingem, House Agent Nottingham 


Butt, Eowasn, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet June 22 Ord 
June 2 


Vas Rosert, Leeds, 


Burrerwortn, Joun, Leeds, Excavator Leeds Pet June 
22 Ord June 22 

Canggnen, Perrr, Leeds, Restaurant Carver Leeds Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 











Casipy, Joun Mumrorp, Gravesend, Grocer Rochester Pet 
June 23 py foes June 23 

es Se Ipswich, Miller Ipswich Pet 
June Ord June 20 


Ounierie, Ht Te R, aemtaite, Kent je Mee ettince! Pet April 17 


Cooke, ae ye pln ated Oil 
agg yg Sy June 


Queen Wi11 a, ty 
Newcastle tyes Pet Oh Pet June8 Ord June 22 


Cusp, Joun, Norton, Stockton on Tees, Commission Agent 
Stockton on Tees Pet June 23 Ord June 24 
Day, / a Newsagent Rochester Pet June 


Evans, a We South Shien, Bake, Builder Nor- 


June 22 
Pe a Percy Fextx, St rd, , Pianoforte 
Court Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


Tuner 
Gotan, a Joun Hames, Nuneaton, Warwick, 
t Bi Pet 


Agen’ 
Hucues, Cuartes Henry, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Printer 
- Oras Pet 1 1 on oo June 22 

'UMPHRIES, iomas, Blox 

Walsall Pet June16 Ord June 22 

Iurrz, Mona Eveanor Louise, Clacton on on Sea, 
Pet March 23 Ord June 23 

Jerrerson, Joun Epwin, and WILuiAM Jerrersoy, Keigh- 

ley, Yorks, Watchmakers Bradford Pet May 20 d 

24 


une 

JELLYMAN, Freperick, Bethersden, 
b Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

JeRRARD, MicuAkL, Salisbury, Builder Salisbury Pet May 
29 Ord June 19 


Kyicut, Ernest Copacem, U; Mitcham, 8 Builder 
“"Groydon Pet May 27° Ord June 24 a 


Lorp, WIL.iaM, Parkhurst rd, Holloway formerly Clerk in 
Lioyd’s 3 Bank, Lim High Pet June 21 Ord 
June 2 


Ls, Panu Ws Hewry, York, Painter York Pet June 19 


Magssen, Henry J. =~ ae st, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet June 11 Ord June 22 

Me.ior, Wittiam Georce, West Glossop, Derbyshire 

Confectioner Ashton unier Lyne and Stalybridge Pet 

Junell Ord June 19 

Moon, Ricuarp THomas, Landport, Confectioner Ports- 
mouth Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Newicx, Witu1am Cupery, and Jaxe Newick, Leicester, 
Oil Dealers Pet June 20 Ord June 20 


icester 
Newroy, Heyry Nourse, formerly of St Albans High 
Pet March 26 Ord June ’ 


Court 
Pearson, Harry Eyre, Sheffield, Chaser, Sheffield Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 
Porter, Apranam Warp, and James Daniet Porrer, 
Capworth x , Contractors High Court Pet 
June 22 June 22 
Powe.t-Wooptanp, AtBert Epwarp, Swindon, Wilts, 
‘Manufacturer of the Moonseed Bitters Swindon Pet 
March 4 Ord June20 
Powe tt, Cuarces Henry, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
a 7 cms 2 Ord June 19 Edmonton, Build 
Provt, 1LL1AM, New ex 6 mi uilder 
Edmonton Pet Jan 15 June 22 
Rayyor, Josern, N Monumental Mason Not- 
ham Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Repoine, Eowaro, Bi Butcher Birmingham 
June 15 Ord June 19 


Seat, Joux, Jermyn st, of no occupation High Court 
Pet March 


24 dra June 22 

Snorrocks, Ametia, Jonun Sxorrocks, and Tuomas 
Suorrocks, Farnworth, Lancs, Spindle ers Bolton 
Pet — Ord June 22 

Summers, Witt1aMm, Allendale nye ne Veterinary 
Surgeon Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 26 Ord June 
22 

Tawarres, Harry ALBERT, Handsworth, Staffs, Stationer 
Bi Pet June 17 Ord June 23 


Toone, Rosert, Birstall, Leics, Milk Belle Leicester Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 


Vickers, ALBERT Freoerick, Buxton, Derbyshire, Plumber 
Stockport Pet June 24 Ord June 24 


Watters, Acsert, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet Feb 
23 Ord June 20 

Wituiams, ALBERT a Curve, un 22rd June 2 Glam, Boiler Maker 
Pontypridd Pet 

Wiis, Henry, fuclfond Calenderer Salford Pet June 


3 Ord June 24 i 
Wiu.rams, Roperick Luioyp, nr Liverpool, Corn 
Factor Liverpool 


Pet June 13 June 23 
London Gazette—Turspay, June 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, Rosert, Park lane, nr Whitefield, Manchester, 
Farmer Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Auport, C J, Wi pl, Russell a Engineer 
High Court Det Maoh 16 Ord ¥ 
ARMSTRONG, ms Weston, ~— 
ham Pet June8 Ord June 
Novfolk, Publican Norwich 


Baker, WILLIAM, ee, 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

ymouth, Bootmaker East Stone- 

Pet June 25 “Ord Stine 2 


pLEY, Jor Kaye, Shepley, nr Huddersfield, Clothier 
Buavraddersficld ‘Pet June 16 Ord June 25 
BurRNINGHAM, JAMES, nr Midhurst, Sussex, Grocer 
ton Pet June 26 a Jane 26 
Coayes — Barnsley, Barnsley Pet June 27 Ord 
une 


Consnanm Cuartes Epwarp, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

CuLLEN, “Many, Brockley Park, Forest hill, Spinster 

Greenwich Pet May 7 ag = ig 

as J Joiner Manchester Pet 


A Hr Hosert, 
Dariconiey Viomaller Canterbury Pet June 25 "Ord 
June 


Durtoy, a and Water James Dutton, Northwi 
Cheshire Nantwich and Crewe Pet June 26 
‘une 26 






' 
' 
' 
i 
i 
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Satins, Misnsneeen,Ciebieaien, Yorks, Draper Bradford 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 
Gea, Frepericx Josern, Bristol, Drysalter Bristol Pet 
re ~~. 25 Ord st Sone - a 
Les, Hesry, and Josern Henry Gites, — Barnet, 
Grocers Barnet June 26 Ord June 2 
gham, Corn Millers Traveller 
23 Ord June 27 
Harsony, 2 Bell a4 en Flow Factor High 
Court 


- a oes Ord June 23 

ARGRAVE, CaarLes Eowanp, Leeds, Shop Manager Leeds 
Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Tiotvex, Hexry, Bridport, Dorset, Licensed Hawker 
Dorchester Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Howes, Tuomas, Norwich, Journeyman Cabinet Maker 
Norwich Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Hearst, ALBert ewan, Coventry, — Manufacturer 
Coventry Pet June 26 Ord June 26 

Isaac, ba gee Loughborough, Baker Leicester Pet 
June June 25 

Jarresoy, James, Mile End _rd, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Kewcerr. ‘es Wyke, Yorks, Commercial Traveller 
Bradford Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Lineate, Marion Litie Fiorence, Torrington sq, Blooms- 

house Keeper High Court Pet June 


Groves, Henry, N 
N Pet A 


2 Ord June 27 
Loxter, Wii114u, and Jouy Barker, Earl Shilton, Leics, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester June 27 Ord 


June 27 

Morrow, a, en, Gunmaker Halifax Pet June 
27 «Ord June 27 

Nevitte, Georce, Southsea, Lodging house Keeper Ports- 
mouth Pet June13 Ord June 24 

Overrox, Bexssamis Hossos, Gt Grimsby, Tobacconist Gt 

Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Pacet, Agruur, Lough h, Mechanical Engineer 
Leicester Pet June 27 June 27 

Passoxs, F, Lavender rd, Clapham Junction, Builder 

pa a Pet June 1 as Hereford é 

ARSONS, J AMES, Sugwas, Herefordshire, Carpenter 

‘a — oy he Ord June 2 . 

neve, Wittram, Teddington pk, Gent Kingston, Surrey 

Pet Mar25 Ord June 26 

Rosser, Gastoxs, formerly Cannon st High Court Pet 
Feb28 OrdJune 25 

Sevease, Tuomas, and Wiruram Joux Earte Hester, 
Upper Norwood, Surrey, Builders Croydon Pet June 
ll Ord June 25 

Tavesas, CHARLES  oshoge Ipswich, Merchant Ipswich 
Pet June 24 Ord June 2 

Teaser, Maey, Cleator i. Cumbld, Milliner White- 
haven Pet June25 Ord oes 23 


Twicuts and Dossrx, Earl Edgware 
Vietuallers High Court Pei June 11 Ord June 25 

Vos Zepurtz, M, dhaftesbury Club, Shaftesbury avenue, 
Club Promoter eg en Court Pet June9 Ord June 25 

Wats, foams, Seid, Lene, , Insurance Agent Bolton 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Waszes, Joux Cuatcesrt, Iping, ——, — Manu- 
facturer June 2 Ord June Zz 

Wess, Janes Sonxrxs, Hatfield, Herts, Butcher St Albans 
Pet June 27 Ord June 27 

Weis, Axpeew, York, Furniture Broker York Pet 
June Z Ord June 25 

Wesrercaarp, Cagi F, formerly Denbigh st, Pimlico, of 


a Court Pet May 21 Ord June 23 
Wiuus, Roseer, N Bleacacr Nottingham Pet 
June 2s Ord — 2B 


Wises, Atexasper, Anerley, Surrey, Rate Collector 
Pet May 25 Ord June 
Wises, Depier ILLIAM, ete rd, East Hill, 
— Clerk High Court Pet June 2% Ord 
use 
Woot-zrr, Georce Roseet, Caterham Valley, Surrey, 
N Croydon Pet June 26 Ord June 25 
ther Brighton Pet 


Yeates, Marr Hassan, Portinseale, nr Keswick, Cumbrid, 
Schoolmistress Cockermouth and Workington Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

The fi amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

ao — London Gazette, June 25. 
ves, Agruve Beexazv, Birmingham, 
mingham Pet June 23 Ord June 273 


FIEST MEETINGS. 


Avams, Rosretr, Park lane, nr Whitefield, Manchester, 
Parmer July 7 at 2 Off He:, St James's chmbr:, 


Baexses, Dozorax Axxz, Whitby, Yorks, Widow July 4 
atZ Off Kee, &, Albert Middles 
Bootmaker July 9 at od 


, Wi14m, 
Besserr, Cuszces Hever, Swansea, late Master 
July “gata Of Ree, F7, Oxford +t, Swansea 
Bisxixeres, Bartuovoure, Kingston upon Hull, a 
milter July 7 at li Om Ree, Trinity House lane ane 


per Bir- 


Brsaer, Sern Stree, Liverpool, Provision Merchant July 

Gat Off Kee, 3, Victoria &, Liverpool 
——-, oy eure, Shepley. Huddersticld, Clothier 
2 Haigh & hm, Solicitors, %, New st, 


EKecacer, J Fe House Agent July 7 at 3% 
mt Kee, it Peter's yon Sn fh hai 


— Peres Miller July 7 at 12.15 
Come, Wines , ar Swansea, late Manager of On 
‘orks July at 12 Off Bee, 97, Oxtord tt, Bwansea 


Cocriasy, Cuseres Born snv, Bratton’, Greer daly 4% at 
we. be ag (B, Mann rom, BraAtord 
Avery row, Sew Bond «t, Dining House | 
Korger ly 9 2 2, Carey et, Lincoln's inn 
pany Bn hay 
ail Om 21, Manor rrw, BraAtrnrd 
, MewtcA, Drysalter July 14 at 1 
MeietA 








rd, Licensed | 





i 


orks, Draper July 10 | 


Govurtay, W., Upper James st, Golden sq, Builder July 10 
at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hooxey, Wiittam Henry, Portsea, Manufacturing Con- 
fectioner_ July 8 at 3.30 Off Ree, Cambridge Junction, 

st, Portsmouth 

How, Jouy, St James’s st, Walthamstow, Builder July 
: — Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hvenes, Caartes Henry, Queen’s rd, Peckham, Printer 
July 10 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Hurst, Atsert WILtIaAM, Coventry, Renovo Manufacturer 
July Satil Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Isaac, WILLIAM, Loughborough, Baker July 10 at 2 OF 
Rec, 34, Friar lane. Leicester 

Jaccer, Joe Storr, Doncaster, Auctioneer July 9 at 3 
Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Jensixes, Eowarp, Bath, Contractor July 9 at 11 1, 
Abbey st, Bath 

KEtLett, Friexp, Wyke, Yorks, meg arr Traveller July 
9 at1l Off Ree, 31, Manor’ rew, Bradford 

Loxtey, Witiiam, and Joun Barker, Earl Shilton, Leics, 
Boot Manufacturers July 7 at 3 Off Rec, 34, Friar 
lane, Leicester 

Moox, Ricnarp Tuomas, Landport, Confectioner July 7 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Nevitte, Georce, Southsea, g house Keeper July 
8 at . Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouti 

Newserry, Georce, South Norwood, Surrey, Auctioneer 
July 7 at 11.30 24, Railwa proach, London Bridge 

Pearsoy, Harry ren She eld. Chaser July 9 at 3.30 
Off Figtree lane, Sheffiel d 

Pie, Curves, Penge, Surrey, Dra Bakes July8 at 11.30 24, 
Railway approach, London Bri 

Porter, Apranam Warp, and cae Daniet Porter, 
Capworth st, Leyton, Contractors July Sat11 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Raynor, Joseru, Nottingham, Monumental Mason July 7 
at 11 Off Ree, St Peter's Church walk, Nottingham 

Roperts, Wituras Rovse Byrox, Builth, Brecon, Lodg- 
ing House Keeper July7at1 Off Ree, Llanidloes 

Sear, Georce, Watford, Herts, Builder July 7 at 12.30 
Malden Hotel, Watford 

Suaw, Wii™ Ecwrs, Cadoxton juxta Neath, Glam, 
Nurseryman July 7 at 12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, 
Swansea 

Tavemay, Cuartes Epwarp, Ipswich, Miller July 7 at 
4.30 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Tawarres, Harry ALbert, Handsworth, Staffs, Statigner 
July 10 at11 25, Colmore rd, Birmingham 

Titstex, Joux, Headless Cross, nr Redditch, Insurance 
Agent July 10 at12 25, Colmore row, Birminham 

Tooxe, Rosert, Birstall, Leics, Milk Seller July 7 at 12 
Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Tremaixe, Harry Atrrep, East Stonehouse, Devon, 
Pianoforte Tuner July 9 at11 10; Athenzeum terce, 
Plymouth 

Vickers, ALpeet Frepericx, Buxton, Derbyshire, Plumber 
July 8 at 10.30 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market place, 
Stockport 

Watts, James, Horwich, zou, Insurance Agent July 13 
at3 16, Wood st, Bolto: 

Wes oe ANDRE w, York, Ponti Broker July 13 at 12 

ork 

WIi11s, Rozerr, Nottingham, Bleacher July 7 at 12 Off 
Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Yeates, Many Hawvaun, Portinscale, nr Keswick, Cambld, 
Schoolmistress July 9 at 2.45 County Court house, 
Keswick 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, June 19. 


Vexxer, Ricnarp, Plough rd, nr Wandsworth, Whelesale 
Egg Merchant July 2 at 1230 A, Railway app, 
London Bridge 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
published in the London Gazette of June 23. 


Jacxsos, Witttam, Oldham, Coal Merchant July 9 at 3 
Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 

Yates, Jons, Kidderminster, Grocer July 8 ct 2 A. 8. 
Thursfield, solicitor, Kidderminster 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bacee, Wii.iam, yee Norfolk, Publican Norwich 
Pet June 26 ( une 25 

Bevtamy, Witiiam, Pipmonth, Bootmaker Fast Stone- 
house Pet June 2 Ord June 25 

Buaxey, Sera Startrek, Liverpool, Provision Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June19 Ord June 27 

Bosvet, Atrgeep Pasir, Old a pS at, ~~ pom Promoter 
High Court Pet April 7 Ord June 25 

Buesisouam, James, Cocking, nr Midhurst, Sussex, Grocer 
Brighton Pet June 38 Ord June 26 

| Casey, Joux, Barnsley Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 


Cotwith, JOxaTHAS, aadinie Cornwall, Bootmaker 
East Stonehouse Pet May 26 Ord June 26 

Covcetasp, Cuances Eowanv, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 

, Pet June 24 Ord « onus 2 | - ——— 

Juiscqpigr, AvoLrns IPPOLYTE UBERT, ate 
Licensed Victualler Canterbury Pet June 25 Ord 
June 2% 

Dertos, Heres, and Wavrer Janes Derrox, Northwich. 
Cheshire Nantwich and Crewe Pet June 2 Ord 
une 26 

Excess, Exszaweru, Cleckheaton, Draper Bradford Pet 
June ® Ord Jane % 

Grasset, Lov, Coventry, Cycle Agent Coventry Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 

Govatay, W., Upper James st, Golden #4, Builder High 
Comart Pa tay 5 Ord June 27 

Hasonave, Cusziee Kowanp, Leeds, Shop Manager 
Leeds Pet Jane 2s Ord June % 

Hasewmos, Joux, Canterbury, Tobacconist Canterbury 
Pat JuneS Ord June 2 

owas, apes, Be Norwich, late Builder Norwich Pet June 

une 2% 

Hewat, Avecert Witsian, Coventer, 3 ~~ joa Manufacturer 

Coventry Pe June® Ord J 





July 4, 1891 
Isa an, Waste, 


Loughborough, Baker Leicester Pet 
26 Ord June 26 


Kewvetr, Frienp, Wee, Yorks, Commercial Traveller 
Bradford Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Lake, Witu1am Henry, Humberstone, Leics, Grocer 
icester Pet June 20 Ord June 27 
Lewis, Josern, and James Preston, Tpioester, by ae 
Boot Manuf Leicester Ord 


Pet May 30 
June 23 
Liveate, Marron Lituie Fiorence, Torrington sq, Blooms- 
bury, Boardinghouse keeper High Court Pet June 27 
Ord June 27 
Loxtey, Wituiam, and Jony Barker, Earl Shilton, Leic:, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet June 23 Ori 
June 27 
Martiy, Frank, Wardour, Wilts, Painter Salisbury Pet 
o. June _. Ord —, h, , 
ICHAEL, Jonny, Lian! raet! Anglesey, Draper Bangor 
Pet June 2 Ord June 25 i " ss 
Nicoxas, Freperick, Up 
formerly Stockbroker 
June 25 
Overton, Bensamin Hosson, Gt Grimsby, Tobacconist Gt 
Grimsby Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Parsons, James, Stretton Sugwas, eetmotiinn, Carpenter 
Hereford Pet June 25 Ord June 2 
Roseats, Wittram Rouse Byroy, ” Builth, Brecon, 
ing house Keeper Newtown Pet June 20 Ord 
June 25 
Suita, Gitpert, Stourbridge, Worcs, Tailor Stourbridge 
Pet May 30 Ord June 22 
Sray, James, Easton Royal, Wilts, Dairyman Yeoyil Pet 
May 12 Ord June 26 
Tremaixe, Harry Aurrep, East Stonehouse, Devon, Piano- 
forte Tuner Stonehouse Pet June 23 Ord 
June 27 
Turver, Mary, Cleator Moor, Cumbrid, Milliner White- 
haven Pet June 25 Ord June 27 
Twzepae, Samvet Josepn, Guildford, Surrey, Licensed 
ictualler Guildford Pet June16 Ord June 27 
Watts, James, Horwich, Lancs, Insurance Agent Bolton 
Pet June 25 Ord June 27 
Wetts, Anprew, York, Furniture Broker York Pet 
June 25 Ord June 25 
Wiuts, Rosert, —— Bleacher Nottingham 
June 26 Ord Ji 


Witsos, Duptey » Dempster rd, East Hill, 
Wandsworth, Clerk High Court Pet June 25 Ord 
June 25 

Witsox, Joux, Liverpool, Wine Merchant Liverpool Pet 
June 24 Ord June 26 

Witsox, Wiitiam Horace, yee, Army Tutor 
Dorchester Pet June2 Ord June 2¢ 

Wricut, Henry, Bognor, Sussex, Butcher Brighton Pet 
June 24 Ord June 25 

Yeates, Mary Hannan, Portinscale, nr Keswick, Cumbrid, 
Schoolmistress Cockermouth and Workington Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Younc, Frepericx, Fortess rd, Kentish Town, Cheese- 
monger High Court Pet June 22 Ord June 25 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 


O’Farre.., H PC, Brighton High Court Rec Ord June 
5, 1889 Adjud Aug 9, 1889 and Annul June 27 


Gloucester pl, ya 
igh Court Pet May 20 Ord 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 6.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, on the Estate, Wands- 
worth Common, at 6 for 6.30 p.m. (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 602). 

July 7. ? “Mesers. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripc- 
WATeR, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Invest- 
ment (see advertisement, ‘June 6, p- 7). 

July 8.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrizip at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Estate and Properties, an1 
Freehold and Leasehold Ground 1) (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 601, pat OED ). 

July 8. —Messrs. Faresrotuer, Exvvis, Cuarx, & Co., at the 
Plough Inn, Beddington, at 6.30 p.m., Freehold Building 
Plots (see advertisement, June 6, p. 3). 

July 9.—Messrs. Beaver & . + at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
¢ clock, Freehold Estate and Freehold Building Estate 

see advertisement, June 6, % 10). 
July's 9.— Messrs. Fanesnornen, Euuis, Ciark, & Co., at the 
rt, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Fr and I d Pro- 
perties (nee advertisement, June 6, p. 3). 

July 10.—Messrs. Baker & cere, ‘the Mart, .e + at2 
o'clock, Freehold ‘and Leasehold Properties and Deben- 
tures (see advertisement, this week, p. 602). 


Where difficulty 1s experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, i 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


The Subscription to the SoLtcigoRs’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 268.; Country, 286; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 528. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 28, 6d., half law calf, 5a. 6d. 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitor’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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